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VIA CERTIFIED MAIL. RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 

Han. Heather McTeer Toney 
Regional Administrator 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 4 
61 Forsyth Street, S.W. 
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Atlanta, Georgia 30303-8960 

Dear Ms. Toney, 

RICHARD EDWARD GLAZE, JR. 
t: (404)962-3566 
f: (866) 661-3268 
e: rglaze@balch.com 

Please find enclosed ABC Coke's response to GASP's Petition for a Preliminary Assessment of 
Release of Hazardous Substances in Tarrant and Inglenook, Alabama, which was filed with the EPA 
on July 1, 2014. Thank you for the opportunity to respond. Please do not hesitate to contact me with 
any questions you may have. 

REG,JR:dls 

cc: Drummond Company 
ABC Coke, Inc. 
Steven G. McKinney 
Robert B. McKinstry, Jr. 

Sincerely, p--4(_ 
Richard Edward Glaze, Jr. 



BEFORE THE REGIONAL ADMINISTRATOR OF THE 
UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION 4 

GASP, Dorothy Davis, and Eddie Jimmy ) 
Hollaway, ) 

) 
Petitioner~ ) 

) 
) 
) 
) ____________________________ ) 

RESPONSE ON BEHALF OF ABC COKE TO GASP'S PETITION FOR PRELIMINARY 
ASSESSMENT OF RELEASE OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES 

The Environmental Protection Agency C'EPA" or the "agency") should deny the Petition for 

Preliminary Assessment of Release of Hazardous Substances (the ''Petition") filed with the agency on 

July 1, 2014, by GASP and two of its members, Ms. Dorothy Davis and Mr. Eddie Jimmy Hollaway 

(collectively, the '·Petitioners"), requesting that EPA perform a preliminary assessment (·'PA") of an 

area near the ABC Coke facility in Tarrant, Alabama, ("ABC Planf") under the Comprehensive 

Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act ("'CERCLA'.), 42 U.S.C. § 9601 el seq. 

because neither the Petition nor the available evidence that would be used in a P A shows that there has 

been any release of hazardous substances at or from the ABC Plant that might cause a potential hazard 

to public health or the environment. In fact, both EPA's soil sampling data taken at the ABC Plant and 

health and risk assessments of air quality in the area support the conclusion that there has not been a 

release and there is no threat of a release from or at the ABC Plant that could conceivably require a 

response action. 

The Petition is based wholly on a speculative line of reasoning that, if taken to its illogical 

conclusion, would have EPA conduct a PA around every facility in the nation regulated under section 

112 of the Clean Air Act ("CAA"). In this case, GASP's Petition seeks to have EPA declare all the 
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residential property between the ABC Plant and the Birmingham Airport (the "Petitioned Area") a 

Superfund site. The Petition alleges that "[t]hroughout its operational history, the ABC Coke facility 

has emitted toxic and hazardous pollutants into the air", which "have been carried by wind currents and 

deposited onto the soil, structural surfaces, and gardens of residential properties in Tarrant." The 

pollutants listed in the Petition include arsenic, lead and polycyclic organic matter, including 

benzo[a]pyrene and other polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons ("PAHs"). This rationale could be applied 

to virtually any of the thousands of facilities that are regulated under section 112 for those pollutants and 

is inconsistent with the recent risk assessments that concluded that there are no unacceptable health risks 

from air emissions in or around the ABC Plant. 

The Petition is founded upon the false assumption that the contamination in the Collegeville, 

Fairmont and Harriman Park neighborhoods around the Walter Coke facility, which EPA has identified 

as the 35th Avenue Superfund Site, will also be found in the residential areas of Inglenook and Tarrant 

without citing any evidence of contamination in these areas. The analogy is false because the conditions 

around the 35th Avenue Superfund Site bear no relation to those near the ABC Plant. First, the Walter 

Coke and U.S. Pipe facilities, which formerly were part of a single facility, include landfills and waste 

piles, on-site soil contamination, groundwater contamination, a heavily contaminated ditch that floods, 

and a history of foundry and metal-working facilities which melted scrap automobiles, as well as a coke 

plant that has disposed of solid waste on-site and which is undergoing RCRA corrective action. Second, 

the residential areas designated as the 35th Avenue Superfund Site directly abut the Walter and U.S. Pipe 

plants and at least some of the areas were formerly owned by their predecessor company, Sloss 

Industries. In contrast, the conditions at the ABC Plant and in the Petitioned Area are entirely different. 

The ABC Plant has: an excellent environmental compliance record; no waste piles or landfills; no metal 

working processes that would produce the type of soil contamination or waste piles found at the 35th 
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Avenue Superfund Site; follows a strict policy against allowing fill to be disposed of on or off-site; and 

practices waste reduction by re-incorporating all potential waste materials into its process. Moreover, 

while residential properties directly abut the Walter Coke and U.S. Pipe plants, the nearest receptors to 

the ABC Plant are remote and are separated from the ABC Plant both by vacant properties and a wide 

and busy highway. 

Most significantly, EPA sampling of soils within the ABC Plant property has shown that the 

soils on the plant site are not contaminated. As part of its investigation of Five Mile Creek and the 35m 

Avenue Superfund Site, EPA took soil samples from the banks of Five Mile Creek on ABC's plant site 

as well as from borings inside the plant. Those results, on ABC's industrial property, were significantly 

below the conservative risk management levels C·RMLs") of 39 mg/kg As and 400 mglkg Pb that EPA 

established for residential areas in the 35th Avenue Superfund Site. Soil samples taken by EPA during 

an inspection of the ABC Plant that were analyzed using the Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure 

c-·TCLP") showed levels of arsenic and lead below the reporting level for soils. If these results from 

soils at the ABC Plant were below the residential RMLs, certainly there could be no release related to 

the ABC Plant in the Petitioned Area, since the deposition rates from a source of emissions always 

decrease as one moves away from that source. 

Moreover, as described in Section IV below, several risk assessments of North Birmingham air 

quality have concluded that no unacceptable risks or health impacts are present. For example, in the 

Tarrant Elementary School Study, the most representative study of the Petitioned Area, EPA concluded 

that no further monitoring was necessary because the agency found levels of contaminants of concern 

for the 35th Avenue Superfund Site well below screening levels and in many cases, not detectable. 

Accordingly, there is no evidence of any release of a hazardous substance or contamination that 

would require remediation- both sampling and risk assessments confirm this- and a P A of the 
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Petitioned Area is not justified. Moreover, if a PA were conducted, all of the available evidence that 

would be used in a P A indicates that no further action under CERCLA is warranted. Therefore, EPA 

should deny GASP's Petition. 

I. THE ABC PLANT 

The ABC Plant is a coke and coke by-products manufacturing plant located in Tarrant, Alabama. 

The ABC Plant produces coke by heating coal in an oxygen-depleted oven environment. The coke is 

then shipped to customers. The by-products are recovered through cooling, settling and reaction 

processes to produce coke oven gas, tar, light oil and ammonium sulfate. The coke oven gas is 

consumed on site for energy recovery and the other by-products are sold. 1 

The ABC Plant was built pursuant to a 1919 contract with the United States to provide a source 

of munitions and other products critical to the war effort and was owned and operated by the United 

States until the end of 1937. The ABC Plant was again taken over and controlled by the United States 

War Production Board and its predecessor defense-related agencies during World War II. 

The ABC Plant is a foundry coke plant rather than a furnace plant. It was built originally to 

recover the by-products and to produce foundry coke for off-site use. It is therefore significantly 

different from furnace coke plants, in that it is not associated with metallurgical processes and recovers 

materials rather than generating wastes. It produces no waste and no air emissions associated with those 

metallurgical processes. ABC has continued to upgrade the plant to improve both its economic and 

environmental performance and currently employs 385 people. 

ABC has implemented a proactive approach to reducing and eliminating pollution, usually in 

advance of federal and state requirements, and is a leader in the coke manufacturing industry. This 

proactive approach extends to all media- air, water and waste. ABC's measures for preventing and 

1 The facts recited here are consistent with ABC's responses to EPA's requests for information pursuant to section l04(e) of 
CERCLA with respect to what EPA has identified as the 35th Avenue Superfund Site for purposes of CERCLA. Those 
responses and the attached documents are too voluminous to attach to this response, but are available in EPA's files. 
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controlling the emissions of hazardous air pollutants resulted in the ABC Plant being one of the model 

facilities that EPA considered in the development of the most recent update to the applicable National 

Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants ('"NESHAPs'') governing coke plants under section 

112 of the Clean Air Act. The Jefferson County Department of Health ( .. JCDH") found that the ABC 

Plant is currently in compliance with all applicable NESHAPs and other applicable air pollution rules 

and regulations. See JCDH. Fact Sheet for Draft Renewal Title V Operating Permit for ABC Coke 

(2014) (Exhibit 1). This determination necessarily includes a determination that the ABC Plant does not 

cause or interfere with attainment of National Ambient Air Quality Standards ("NAAQS:'), which are 

set and regularly updated by EPA at a level to protect the most sensitive individual with an ample 

margin of safety. 42 U.S.C. § 7409. Indeed. Jefferson County is now in attainment with all NAAQS, 

including the most recently promulgated 2012 standard for fine particulate matter. 

See http://www.epa.gov/pmdesignations/20 12standards/rec/r4alrec l.pdf; http://www.epa.gov/pmdesigna 

tions/2012standards/epar_espL04 AL 120resp.pdf. 

Consistent with these conclusions, an EPA health-based risk assessment of the neighboring 

school in Tarrant, Alabama, detennined that the air quality in the area does not pose a health risk to the 

sensitive populations around that schooL See, U.S. EPA, Tarrant Elementary School, Tarrant City, AL, 

at http://www.epagov/schoolair/TarrantEleResults.html; U.S. EPA, Tarrant Elementary School, Results 

and Analysis of EPA:s Monitoring, at http://www.epagov/schoolair/TarrantEle.html: U.S. EPA, SAT 

Initiative: Tarrant Elementary School (Birmingham. AL) (June 20 J J ), available 

at http://www.epa.gov/schoolair/pdfs/TarrantTechReport.pdf (hereinafter, collectively referred to as the 

•·Tarrant Elementary School Study"). 2 

2 All studies of nearby areas, including the 35ib Avenue Superfund Site, have also shown that air emissions are not impacting 
residents in North Birmingham, including the Petit ioned Area_ EPA's North Birmingham Air Toxics Risk Assessment 
(March 20 13), m•ailable at http;//www .epa.govlreeion4/air/airtoxjc/NoJ1h-Birmin&}lam-Ajr-Toxjcs-Risk-Assessment;final-
03282013.pdf (hereinafter, "2013 North Birmingham Air Toxics Risk Assessment" ), concluded that long-term cancer risks 
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ABC also maintains state of the art wastewater and stonnwater control systems. All process 

wastes are collected and treated in a biological treatment system and discharged to Five Mile Creek 

pursuant to and in compliance with an NPDES Permit. Stormwater is also collected in a series of ponds 

prior to discharge to Five Mile Creek pursuant to and in compliance with an NPDES permit. 

EPA sampling of soils on the ABC Plant site have indicated that no contaminants of concern are 

present on the industrial areas within the plant site at levels that would be of concern in a residential 

area. Specifically, in connection with its investigation of Five Mile Creek, EPA took samples of soils on 

the top of the banks of Five Mile Creek \\ithin ABC's plant property, as well as samples from sediments 

in the creek bed. EPA, in connection with its 2012 inspection of the ABC Plant, also conducted borings 

within the ABC Plant and analyzed soil samples from those borings. None of the analytic results from 

ABC~s analysis of split samples from those sampling events exceeded EPA's conservative RMLs for 

residential areas in the 35th Avenue Superfund Site of39 mglkg As and 400 mglkg Pb. 

Thus, there is no evidence of a release associated with the ABC Plant that might require a 

response under CERCLA and no reason to believe that such a release associated with the ABC Plant has 

occurred. 

II. THE 35TH A VENUE SUPERFUND SITE 

The Petition is founded upon the false assumption that because the residential properties 

bordering the Walter/U.S Pipe plants have shown levels of arsenic, lead, and benzo(a)pyrene above the 

were within EPA's range of acceptability and that it is unlikely that adverse non-cancer affects from long-term exposure 
would occur. The ATSDR's Evaluation of Air Exposures in Communities Adjacent to the 35th Avenue Site, Birmingham, 
Alabama (EPA FACILITY ID: ALN000410750) (June 26, 2014), available at 
http:/lwww.atsdr.cdc.gov/HAC/pha!NorthBirminghamAirSitel35th%20Avenue%20Site PHA PC 06-26-2014 508.pdf 
(hereinafter, "20 14 ATSDR Evaluation"), concluded past short-term exposures and past and current long-term exposures to 
PM would not result in harmful effects to the general public and that cancer risks were within EPA's target risk range. The 
JCDH's Summary of the Comparison of Death Rates and Birth Outcomes of African-Americans Living in Collegeville, 
Fairmont and Harriman Park to African Americans Living in the Rest of Jefferson County, Alabama (Aug. 6, 2014) 
(hereinafter, "2014 JCDH Death Rates Comparison Report") (Exhibit 2), showed that there was no excess incidence of 
cancer due to pollution in North Birmingham neighborhoods. 
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EPA RMLs and because the Walter/U.S. Pipe plant site includes, among other uses, a coke plant, what is 

found at the 35th Avenue Superfund Site will also be found in Tarrant. Even a cursory consideration of 

the differences between the ABC Plant and the 35th A venue Superfund Site will show that this 

reasoning is wholly based upon a false analogy. 

The Walter Coke and U.S. Pipe plants were originally the same facility and were part of a larger 

integrated coke and metal working facility. The Walter/U.S. Pipe plants were built and owned by Sloss 

Industries and were only split up as a result of a number of corporate reorganizations. 

Although the Walter Coke plant was built as part of the World War I operations, there were 

metal-working and industrial operations at and around the site in North Birmingham prior to World War 

I. The Walter Coke plant was built as an addition to Sloss' s considerable iron and steel operations 

already in existence in North Birmingham. The original Sloss Industries was founded with the 

construction of two blast furnaces in North Birmingham in 1881. Sloss added two additional blast 

furnaces in the North Bim1ingham area before the construction of the coke plant. An additional blast 

furnace was added in the 1950s, and Sloss merged with U.S. Pipe in 1952. See Walter Energy website 

at http://walterenergy.com/operationscenter/coke/coke-history.html. The Walter/U.S. Pipe plant also 

included a pig iron foundry. The coke plant served the Sloss furnaces, foundry, and pig iron plant and 

the complex was, apparently, operated as an integrated operation. Consistent with its different purpose, 

the Walter Coke plant is a furnace coke plant. The Walter/U.S. Pipe plant also contained chemical 

processing facilities. /d. 

The Walter/U.S. Pipe plant also engaged in very different waste handling processes. Unlike the 

ABC Plant, the Walter plant site contains many hazardous waste and solid waste disposal areas 

governed by RCRA Subtitle C and requiring corrective action. See, RCRA Section 3008(h) 

Administrative Order on Consent (AOC). In re Walter Coke. Inc., Dkt. No. RCRA-04-2012-4255 (Sept. 

7 



17, 2012) C'RCRA Correction Action AOC"). Many of these relate to the metal working operations. 

The site includes 45 solid waste management units and six areas of concern, many of which relate to 

metal working rather than coke manufacturing. These include unsecured blast furnace emission control 

sludge piles (SWMU 24), mineral wool waste piles (SWMU 35), a blast furnace emission control sludge 

waste pile (SWMU 39), pig machine slurry pits (SWMU 43), a blast furnace ash boiler pit (SWMU 44) 

and slag drying beds (SWMU 45), all features associated with mineral working rather than coke plant 

operations. Moreover, the many waste piles and landfills apparently are (or were in the past) unsecured 

so that waste could potentially blow from the Walter property onto neighboring residential properties 

and schools. Flooding of the Walter Coke plant site has also created the potential for waste to be carried 

from the site to surrounding residential properties. 

Unlike ABC, the industrial operations and waste piles owned and operated by Walter, U.S. Pipe 

and their predecessor, Sloss, loom over residential properties that directly abut the plant sites. In fact, at 

least some of the residential areas that EPA has separated from the Walter and U.S. Pipe plant sites3 

were former Sloss company housing. 4 

The historic operations at the Walter/U.S. Pipe plants have also resulted in contamination not 

present at the ABC Plant. The RCRA Corrective Action AOC for the Walter plant reveals significant 

groundwater contamination and significant deposits of contaminants in the Walter wastewater treatment 

system and a ditch running through the Walter property that can also flood into residential properties. 

3 ABC believes that the Walter/U.S. Pipe plants and the 35th Avenue Superfund Site should be considered to be a single 
facility addressed under RCRA corrective action rather than CERCLA. The Walter Coke and U.S. Pipe sites should properly 
be considered a single facility, given the history, proximity and common ownership at the time RCRA corrective action was 
triggered. Walter was originally addressing "off-site" problems as an extension of the RCRA corrective action until it 
refused to continue work off-site. Rather than moving that action to CERCLA, EPA should have pursued its RCRA 
enforcement authority. 
4 That housing, known as the "Sloss Quarters," was located on North 27 Street between 25th and 26th A venues along the 
trolley route in North Birmingham. It was demolished in 1964 and replaced by the Collegeville housing project. White, 
Marjorie Longenecker, Birmingham District: An Industrial History and Guide (1981) at 147, 155. Given this history, it 
would have been more appropriate to require that Walter, as Sloss's corporate successor, continue to address these areas 
under RCRA corrective action authority rather than moving the response to the CERCLA program. 
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Significant deposits of contaminants have been found in the Walter wastewater treatment system and the 

portions Five Mile Creek directly affected by that system. 

III. LEGAL STANDARD GOVERNING CERCLA SECTION 105 PETITIONS 
AND PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENTS. 

Application of the law and legal guidance regarding PAs and the establishment of priorities for 

taking action pursuant to CERCLA all militate strongly towards denying the Petition. Although the 

Petition purportedly seeks only to have EPA conduct a PA, the ultimate objective appears to be having 

EPA take action under CERCLA to require a response action in the Petitioned Area. Taking action to 

further characterize an area where there is significant information showing that there is no release 

requiring a response would be fundamentally inconsistent with the Congressional objective that the 

limited funds in the Superfund be directed to the sites posing the greatest "risk or danger to public health 

or welfare or the environment." 42 U.S.C. § 9605(a)(8). See also, id. , § 9604(a) (requiring release or 

"substantial threat" of release that "may present an imminent and substantial danger"); Mead Corp. v. 

Browner, 100 F.3d 152, 156 (D.C. Cir. 1996). 

The Petition has been submitted pursuant to section 105(d) of CERCLA and 40 C.F.R. § 

300.420(b)(5). ''The lead federal agency shall complete a remedial or removal PA within one year of 

the date of receipt of a complete petition pursuant to paragraph (b)(S) of this section, if one has not been 

performed previously, unless the lead federal agency determines that a PA is not appropriate." ld 

§ 300.420(b)(5)(iii). When determining whether performance of a PA is appropriate, EPA's regulations 

state that the lead federal agency shall take into consideration the following: 

(A) Whether there is information indicating that a release has occurred or there is a threat 
of a release of a hazardous substance, pollutant, or contaminant; and 

(B) Whether the release is eligible for response under CERCLA. 

40 C.F.R. § 300.400(b)(5)(iv). A review of these considerations in light of EPA guidance, available 

information and case law all lead to the conclusion that a PA for the Petitioned Area is not appropriate. 
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The Petition does not allege any specific release of a hazardous substance by any means or in any sense 

that was intended by Congress to trigger a response action under Superfund, but instead presumes that 

the presence of any concentration of a listed chemical in the regulated and permitted air emissions of 

any regulated party is enough to also presume contamination and to justify extraordinary regulatory 

action by the EPA. The Petition is entirely speculative as to contamination. There is simply no 

evidence of a release or threat of a release and EPA's soil sampling data from the ABC Plant confirms 

that no release has occurred that would be eligible for response under CERCLA. 

A P A under CERCLA is a "'review of existing information and an off-site reconnaissance, if 

appropriate, to determine if a release may require additional investigation or action. A P A may include 

an on-site reconnaissance, if appropriate." !d. § 300.5. A PA must be conducted for each site entered 

into the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Information System 

( .. CERCUS"'), EPA's computerized inventory of releases addressed or needing to be addressed by the 

Superfund program. Thus, before performing a PA, EPA must first determine whether a site should be 

entered into CERCUS. EPA issued pre-CERCUS screening guidance in 1999 to assist regional offices 

in conducting the initial low-cost look at potential sites to ensure that uncontaminated sites or sites 

ineligible for CERCLA are not unnecessarily entered into CERCUS. See EPA Office of Emergency 

and Remedial Response, Improving Site Assessment: Pre-CERLIS Screening Assessments, EPA-540-F-

98-039 (Oct. 1999), http://www.epa.gov/superfund/sites/npllhrsres/fact/sascreen.pdf (hereinafter, "Pre­

CERCUS Screening Guidance"'). After a site has been entered into CERCUS, the P A is the first step 

EPA takes to determine whether a site warrants Superfund response. 

EPA's Pre-CERCUS Screening Guidance sets forth specific criteria for determining whether a 

site should be entered into CERCUS, and accordingly, whether performance of a PA is appropriate. 

Importantly, pre-CERCUS screening applies to citizen-petitioned sites as well: 
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Citizen-petitioned sites are eligible for pre-CERCUS screening assessments and must 

meet the same criteria. According to Section 1 05( d) of CERCLA, EPA must perform a 
P A or provide an explanation for why the P A was not appropriate within 12 months of 
receiving the petition. The Pre-CERCL/S Screening Assessment Checklist/Decision 
Form (see Attachment A) or equivalent documentation may be used to support the 

decision to enter the site into CERCUS and perform a P A or to explain to the petitioner 
why a P A is not appropriate. 

!d. at 3. EPA's Pre-CERCUS Screening Guidance provides, in pertinent part, that, a site should not be 

entered into CERCUS if: 

• There is sufficient documentation that clearly demonstrates that there is no 
potential for a release that could cause adverse environmental or human health 
impacts (e.g., a completed EPA-approved risk assessment showing no risk). 

• Site data are insufficient to determine CERCUS entry (e.g., based on potentially 
unreliable sources or with no information to support the presence of hazardous 
substances or CERCLA-eligible pollutants and contaminants). 

• The hazardous substance release at the site is deferred by policy considerations 
(e.g., RCRA Corrective Action). 

!d. As is evident from the discussion of the ABC Plant and the 35th A venue Superfund Site, each of 

these criteria militate strongly against including the Petitioned Area on the CERCUS and, accordingly, 

compel the conclusion that the Petition should be denied. Specifically, as referenced earlier, the Tarrant 

Elementary School Study and multiple other nearby EPA-approved risk assessments show no 

unacceptable risk to human health for the area. Moreover, Jefferson County is in attainment with all 

NAAQS and there is no information supporting the Petition's presumption of a release of hazardous 

substances to the Petitioned Area. EPA should also deny the petition because GASP relies solely on an 

unproven "air emissions" pathway of contamination that is not supported by the facts or the Jaw. 

Although a PA for the Petitioned Area is inappropriate, if EPA proceeds and conducts a PA, 

there is sufficient evidence available to support a determination that there is no need for a removal 

action with respect to the Petitioned Area. The principles guiding the performance of a P A are to, inter 

alia, eliminate areas that do not pose threats to public health or the environment and determine whether 
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there is a need for a removal action. See 40 C.F.R. § 300.420(b)(l)(i)-(ii). "A remedial PA shall consist 

of a review of existing information about a release such as information on the pathways of exposure, 

exposure targets, and source and nature of release." ld § 300.420(b)(2). It "shall" include off-site 

reconnaissance as appropriate and "may" include onsite reconnaissance as appropriate. !d. Although 

'"onsite reconnaissance" may be appropriate in some cases, here, where EPA, the Alabama Department 

of Environmental Management ("ADEM''), and JCDH have already visited the plant on many occasions 

and taken and analyzed samples of all relevant media, no further on-site reconnaissance is warranted. 

The scope of a P A is limited to existing information. According to EPA guidance, P A 

investigators collect ••readily available information and conduct a site and environs reconnaissance." 

See EPA, Guidance for Performing Preliminary Assessments under CERCLA. EP N540/G-91 /0 13, at 2 

(Sept. 1991 ), http:/ /www.epa.gov/superfund/sites/npllhrsres/pa/paguidance.pdf (hereinafter, •·p A 

Guidance"). EPA uses a truncated approach to scoring sites during the PA, in recognition of the fact 

that the scope is limited. ld. at 5. Since the focus of the PA is the existing record, file searches are a 

large component of EPA' s in\'estigation. "Documents of particular interest during the file search 

include site sketches, inspection reports, aerial photographs, permit applications, hazardous waste 

handling notification forms .. . waste hauling manifests, analytical sampling results, records of citizen 

complaints, records of violations, and court orders.'· ld at 21. EPA will not only review its O\m 

regional office files, but will also review state files. ld. at 22. 

With respect to air pathways of exposure, EPA • s P A Guidance directs the agency to focus on the 

likelihood of hazardous substances migrating from the site to the air, and to evaluate targets within a 4-

mile radius. !d. at 126. Importantly, the list of suspected release considerations for the air pathway 

suggests that a PA is not intended for all facilities that hold air permits. Specifically, the questions ask 

whether odors are currently reported, whether a release has been directly observed (with examples given 
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such as windblown particulates from waste piles and dust clouds from high wind events, 1101 releases 

from an emissions stack), reports of adverse health effects potentially resulting from migration of 

hazardous substances through the air (such as complaints ofheadaches, nausea, dizziness), and whether 

analytical or circumstantial evidence suggests a release to the air. 5 /d. at 127-128. 

The P A culminates with the development of a report, which \\ill make a recommendation of 

whether further action is warranted. 40 C.F.R. § 300.420(b)(4)(iii). EPA may use the EPA Preliminary 

Assessment form, or its equivalent, to prepare the PA report, which shall include: '"(i) a description of 

the release; (ii) a description of the probable nature of the release; and (iii) a recommendation on 

whether further action is warranted, which lead agency should conduct further action, and whether an SI 

[site inspection] or removal action or both should be undertaken: • /d. EPA also encourages the use of 

Abbreviated Preliminary Assessments c•APA") instead of full PAs to save the agency time and 

resources in situations where a full PA may not be necessary. EPA guidance regarding AP As provides 

that, in the case of a citizen petition pursuant to CERCLA section lOS( d) (where the agency determines 

that a PA is necessary), a brief APA report with a completed Abbreviated Preliminary Assessme111 

Checklist or equivalent documentation~ meets the CERCLA and National Contingency Plan 

requirements for a P A. See EPA Office of Emergency and Remedial Response Site Assessment Tean1. 

Improving Site Assessment: Abbreviated Preliminmy Assessments, EPA-540-F-98-037 (Oct. 

1999), http://ww\v.epa.gov/superfund/sites/npllhrsres/fact/apa.pdf . 

.s In response to comments on ABC Coke's Draft Title V permit in June 20 14, JCDH addressed many of these issues. See 
JCDH, "Questions & Comments from Public Comment Period and Public Hearing for ABC Coke" (2014) (Exhibit 3). 
Specifically, in response to comments regarding air pollution and soot at Presb)1erian Manor housing, JCDH stated that the 

results of an indoor air assessment of the housing facility inspection did not reflect the conditions outlined in the comments. 

JCDH noted clean conditions and no evidence of soot deposition inside the apartments or in the air handling systems for the 

building. In response to comments regarding the odor and fugitive dust provisions of the permit, JCDH said the permit terms 

had been approved by ADEM and were appropriate and federally enforceable. Moreover, JCDH said that, based on the latest 

inspection completed at the facility, ABC Coke is currently in compliance with the odor and fugitive dust provisions of its 

permit. With respect to comments regarding health, JCDH noted the findings of the Tarrant Elementary School Study and 

stated that it uses federal standards developed by EPA, including NESHAPs to reduce, control or eliminate air toxics and 

protect public health. 
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The decision of the Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia in Mead Corp. v. Browner, 

100 F.3d 152 (D.C. Cir. 1996), presents facts remarkably similar to those here and strongly supports a 

conclusion that the Petitioned Area would not be eligible for response under CERCLA. The Court 

reversed EPA's decision adding a former coke plant site to the National Priorities List ('~PL"), where, 

as here, there was no evidence of a release presenting a threat to health or the environment at the coke 

plant site, and the listing was based on the risk from two other sites based on EPA's since repealed 

·'Aggregation Policy." 

The Court first noted the strong policy reasons for not lumping low risk sites with high risk sites 

under CERCLA: 

[S]ites placed on the NPL become eligible for funds from the Superfund for remedial 
action on the site. 40 C.F.R. § 300.425(b)(l). While the availability of these funds might 
be seen as only benefitting PRPs, once EPA has funds to clean up a site, it gains 
bargaining leverage over parties such as Mead. EPA could, for example, propose an 
expensive remedial operation at the Coke Plant Site (for which Mead's status as a former 
owner would provide a plausible basis for a claim that it was a PRP, see CERCLA § 
107(a)(2), 42 U.S.C. § 9607(a)(2) (reaching owner or operator of a facility at a time of 
disposal of hazardous substances)), and use that threat to pressure Mead to contribute 
towards cleaning up the creek. 

!d. at 155. The Court's reasoning is directly on point in the current situation. The Petition is speculative 

and presumptive rather than specific as to some release or known contamination because it is actually a 

very thinly-veiled attack on ABC and its plant by both inviting EPA to create a new Superfund site near 

the plant and implying a connection of some sort between ABC and the 35th Avenue Superfund Site. 

The quoted decision of the U.S. Court of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit makes clear that EPA should 

reject such attempts and invitations to abuse its authority and responsibility under the law. CERCLA is 

not the appropriate mechanism to pressure owners of no/low risk sites, such as ABC, who already 

provide employment for those communities and pay taxes, to fund the agenda of private interest groups. 

The Court in Mead reversed EPA's decision to list the remote coke site on the NPL concluding that 

u~m• 14 



lumping low risk sites with high risk sites, as Petitioners seek to do here, was both unreasonable and 

inconsistent with Congressional intent. As the Court noted: 

[W]hen Congress detected that EPA's "1982 HRS resulted in the listing of a 
disproportionate number of high volume, low toxicity hazardous waste sites," 938 F.2d at 
1303, it stepped in with the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 and 
required EPA to amend the HRS to make sure that it "accurately assesses the relative 
degree of risk to human health and the environment posed by sites and facilities subject 
to review." CERCLA § 105(c)(1), 42 U.S.C. § 9605(c)(l). The idea that Congress 
implicitly allowed EPA broad discretion to lump low-risk sites together with high-risk 
sites, and thereby to transform the one into the other, is anything but reasonable." 

/d. at 156. EPA should reject Petitioners' attempt to induce the agency to follow an equally legally 

perilous path and deny the Petition. 

IV. A PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENT IS NOT APPROPRIATE FOR THE 
PETITIONED AREA AND UNDER THE STANDARDS APPLICABLE TO 
PRELIMJNARY ASSESSEMENTS THE AVAILABLE DATA INDICATES 
THAT NO CERCLA RESPONSE IS WARRANTED. 

The foregoing standards compel the conclusion that EPA should deny the Petition because (l) 

there is no credible evidence that a release has occurred and (2) even if an alleged release has occurred it 

would not warrant a CERCLA response. GASP provides no data or information to support its 

allegations that a release has occurred. Instead, GASP assumes that because there is contamination at 

the 351
h Avenue Superfund Site, there must be contamination around ABC Plant (more than a mile 

away). However, this assumption is unfounded because of the profound differences between the ABC 

Plant and the 351
h Avenue Superfund Site and actual data from the ABC Plant already collected by EPA 

directly contradict this assumption. Even the very limited reasoning cited by GASP fails to support its 

case. The Petition relies upon a wind rose to support the proposition that air emissions from the ABC 

Plant have affected populations in the Petitioned Area. However, the predominant wind patterns in the 

wind rose show that any emissions from the ABC Plant would not result in deposition in the Petitioned 

Area and ABC's excellent environmental compliance record assures that there are no significant 

emissions that could cause such an impact. This lack of an impact is confirmed by health assessments 
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showing that sensitive populations in Tarrant and Inglenook have not been adversely affected by any air 

emissions. 

First, the Petition's assumption that contaminants similar to those found at the 35th Avenue 

Superfund Site are also likely present in the Petitioned Area as a result of ABC Coke's emissions is 

unfounded. The profound differences between the ABC Plant and the 35th Avenue Superfund Site 

compel a different conclusion. As described above, the Walter/U.S. Pipe plant operations included blast 

furnaces, foundries, other metal working operations, waste piles, and waste disposal entirely absent from 

the ABC Plant site. Moreover, the 35th A venue Superfund Site is surrounded by dozens of other 

industrial facilities, including pipe manufacturing facilities, asphalt batch plants, quarries, and many 

more facilities. 6 In addition, Walter Coke, a furnace coke plant, uses feedstock with 30% more volatile 

hazardous components than the feedstock used by ABC's foundry plant. 

In addition, where there are many on-site solid waste disposal areas within the more limited 

Walter plant site, including huge refuse piles along its fence line, there are no such features on the ABC 

Plant site. ABC's 2012 CERCLA § 104(e) response states that, "for the first thirty years of the 

Facility's operations, coal tar sludge was stored on the property. This material was entirely removed 

about 1950 and all accumulated material was charged into the furnace and recycled. Currently, all tar is 

recycled into the process and ADEM has determined that it is excluded from regulation ... " ABC reuses 

all materials from the coke plant process that might become waste in its process and has no refuse piles 

onsite. Moreover, while there is documented groundwater contamination onsite at the Walter plant that 

6 Walter Coke identified seventy-six other facilities as "in the area," and in response, EPA sent notice letters to some of these 
facilities, including ABC, for potential Superfund site releases for the 351

h Avenue Superfund Site. In response, ABC Coke 
has provided EPA with evidence as to why it is not a liable party and is working with EPA with respect to clarifying the 
matter. ABC is the only recipient of the potentially responsible party ("PRP") notice letters not located in North 
Birmingham. In any event, a PRP notice letter does not establish liability under the Superfund statute or any other provision 
of law. See In re Combustion Equip. Associates, Inc., 838 F.2d 35, 38 (2d Cir. 1988); see also Manville Corp. v. United 
States, 139 B.R. 97, 107 (S.D.N.Y. 1992) (EPA identification of a party who "may be liable along with a large number of 
other potentially responsible parties" did not constitute determination of liability). 
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extends off-site, there is no documentation of groundwater contamination at ABC Plant which has been 

extensively tested by EPA. Similarly, very significant contamination was found in the Walter 

wastewater treatment system and associated drainage features, which have potentially flooded onto 

neighboring properties. No such contamination and no such potential for flooding exist at the ABC 

Plant. Most significantly, as noted above, on-site soil samples taken by EPA from the industrial soils 

actually on the ABC Plant site showed that levels of all contaminants of concern were less than EPA's 

RMLs for residential areas. 

The ABC Plant and the Petitioned Area are more than a mile from the 35th Avenue Superfund 

Site and the industrial/residential makeup of the area is different. Unlike the current residences in the 

35th Avenue Superfund Site, where residential areas are directly adjacent to both industrial and disposal 

areas, the ABC Plant is separated from any residential areas by both vacant land and a busy highway. 

While many of the residential areas at the 35th Avenue Superfund Site were once company housing 

owned by Sloss, this is not true of the areas around the ABC Plant. 

Moreover, the results of EPA testing from within the 35lh A venue Superfund Site indicate that air 

emissions alone are not the source of soil contamination and that coke plant air emissions are likely not 

the source. Specifically, Walter Coke has made submissions to EPA showing that the contaminants 

found in the residential properties surrounding its plant have an entirely different profile from coke plant 

emissions. This may be consistent with the extensive blast furnace, foundry and other metal-working 

operations at the Walter/U.S. Pipe complex and the different emissions profiles of blast furnaces and 

other metal working operations. However, the sporadic concentrations of the contaminants of concern, 

shown in Figure 1, indicate that it is more likely that fill materials 7 or activities unrelated to industry and 

1 Notably, there are no records and there is no evidence indicating that ABC has ever provided materials offsite for use as fill. 
Unlike the other potentially responsible parties (" PRPs") for the 35th A venue Superfund Site, EPA's only theory of liability 
for ABC at the 35th Avenue Superfund Site is air deposition. Therefore, in the event EPA does investigate the Petitioned 
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wholly unrelated to coke plant emissions are the source. The literature reports that levels of lead and 

arsenic significantly exceeding EPA~ s RMLs can be found in many residential areas from a wide variety 

of residential use patterns, such as lead paint applied to houses, lead emissions from use of leaded 

gasoline, use of arsenic and lead in commonly applied pesticides, and arsenic in treated wood products 

fonnerly commonly used in residential construction. In addition, P AHs are found in asphalt used in 

residential properties. Indeed, levels of lead and other heavy metals along many highways significantly 

exceed EPA RMLs and Congress specifically defined "release" to exclude emissions from mobile 

sources to prevent limited Superfund dollars from being expended to cleanup thousands of miles of road 

right-of-way. 8 Moreover, neither lead nor arsenic are found in coke oven emissions at appreciable 

levels, and emissions from mobile sources are the most common source ofbenzo(a)pyrene. The cleanup 

efforts at the 35th Avenue Superfund Site tend to confinn that coke plant emissions are not the source of 

the contamination found there. Soil removal is occurring on only portions of properties (e.g., soil 

removal may occur in a portion of a front yard, but no removal in the back yard), suggesting that the 

contamination arises for disparate patterns of disposal of fill materials, residential uses and mobile 

sources. 

Area and finds sporadic contamination similar to that found at the 35th Avenue Superfund Site (indicating fill material as the 
likely source), ABC Coke is not responsible. 
8 42 U.S.C. § 9601(22) (definition of "release"). Some EPA representatives have confused the use of the tenn "release" in 
CERCLA. The term "release" is not used in section 107 of CERCLA, which defines liability, but appears in section 104, 
which defines the limits of EPA's response authority. Because mobile sources cannot cause a release, EPA lacks the 
authority to conduct a response action to address releases from mobile sources under section 104 because liability requires a 
"release" or "threat of release." This also means that the costs to clean up contamination resulting from mobile source 
emissions cannot be costs of response which are recoverable from any party under section 107 because a response action 
must occur to be taken in response to a "release" or "threat of release.» Mobile and stationary sources of air pollution are 
also, however, excluded from liability under section I 07 due to the fact that air emissions do not constitute "disposal" as 
defined in CERCLA and RCRA, and arranger liability requires disposal or arranging for disposal. See 42 U.S.C. 9607 (a)(3) 
(establishing arranger liability); 42 U.S.C. § 9601(29)(defining disposal under CERCLA); 42 USC 6903 (3) (defining 
disposal under RCRA); 42 U.S.C. § 9601(29) (RCRA definition of solid waste, which does not include uncontained gases); 
Center for Community Action and Environmental Justice v. BNSF Railway Co., 2014 WL 4085860 at *10 (9th Cir. 2014) 
(Ninth Circuit concluded that emitting diesel particulate matter into the air does not constitute a disposal under RCRA); 
Helterv. AK Steel, 1997 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 9852 (S.D. Ohio 1997). 
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The Petition is founded on the incorrect assumption that because ABC Coke' s annual reports of 

air emissions include some hazardous air pollutants, EPA should presume that Superfund-level soil 

contamination will be found in the adjacent neighborhoods and that ABC should be presumed 

responsible. All air emissions from the ABC Plant, including hazardous air pollutants, are regulated 

under the CAA operating permit for that facility, which is issued by the JCDH with oversight by EPA 

and pursuant to EPA standards for emission of hazardous air pollutants. Not only is ABC in compliance 

with the health based emission limitations in its permit, but its proactive approach to environmental 

compliance resulted in EPA using the ABC Plant as a model to develop applicable NESHAPs. 

Coke by-products faci lities such as ABC Coke are heavily regulated under federal and state laws. 

In addition to other air regulations, ABC is subject to numerous industry-specific federal standards 

which limit the air emissions from the facility, including: 

• 40 C.P.R. Part 60, Subpart Db: Standards of Performance for Industrial­
Commercial-Institutional Steam Generating Units 

• 40 C.F .R. Part 60, Subpart PP: Standard of Performance for Ammonium Sulfate 
Manufacturing 

• 40 C.F .R. Part 61 , Subpart L: National Emission Standard for Benzene Emissions 
from Coke By-Products Recovery Plant 

• 40 C.F.R. Part 61, Subpart V: National Emission Standard for Equipment Leaks 
(Fugitive Emission Sources) 

• 40 C.F.R. Part 61 , Subparts FF: National Emission Standard for Benzene Waste 
Operations 

• 40 C.F.R. Part 63, Subpart L: National Emission Standard for Coke Oven 
Batteries 

• 

• 

40 C.F.R. Part 63, Subpart ZZZZ: National Emission Standard Stationary 
Reciprocating Internal Combustion Engines (RICE) 

40 C.F.R. Part 63, Subpart CCCCC: National Emission Standard for Hazardous 
Air Pollutants for Coke Ovens: Pushing, Quenching and Battery Stacks. 

19 



These and other applicable substantive rules in ABC's operating permit are the result of years of 

development and notice and comment rulemaking. The basis for these rules is the CAA, and the aim of 

these rules is to address health risk and protect human health and the environment so as to enforce the 

CAA's goal of''protect[ing] and enhanc[ing] the quality ofthe Nation's air resources so as to promote 

the public health and welfare and the productive capacity of its population." 42 U.S.C. § 7401(b) 

(emphasis added). 

The CAA requires that state regulations control emissions of criteria pollutants, including fine 

particulate (PM2.s), so that those emissions do not cause or contribute to any exceedence ofNAAQS or 

interfere with maintenance of the NAAQS. !d. § 7410. The NAAQS are established and regularly 

updated to use the latest science to prescribe maximum levels of air contaminants sufficient to protect 

the most sensitive individuals with an adequate margin of safety. !d. § 7409. In addition, the CAA 

required EPA to prepare a list of hazardous air pollutants and promulgate emission standards ''at the 

level which . . . provides ample margin of safety to protect public health from such hazardous air 

pollutants.'' 54 Fed. Reg. 38,044 (Sept. 14, 1989). The resulting regulations were the NESHAP 

standards, which govern the HAP emissions at the ABC Plant, including the constituents of interest in 

the Petition. In fact, EPA has clearly stated that its suite of coke oven regulations ' 'meets- and in some 

cases exceeds- the environmental goals of the coke oven provisions in the Clean Air Act." U.S. EPAt 

Fact Sheet, Coke Oven NESHAP: at 3, http://www.epa.gov/airtoxics/coke/cokefact.pdf. 

Particularly with respect to coke ovens, EPA very conservatively overestimated risk to provide 

greater protection of human health: 

In this risk assessment~ the use of these assumptions is likely to result in 
our overestimating the maximum individual risk and the magnitude of risk 
experienced by individual members of the population. 

69 Fed. Reg. 48,338, 48,346-347 (Aug. 9, 2004) (proposed rule). Further, 
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[W]e [EPA] acknowledge a probable overestimate of emission levels in 
determining that risk and overall incidence is probably less than the 
maximum estimated levels. For the final rule amendments adopted today, 
years of monitoring data show that actual emissions have been 
consistently lower than allowable levels. 

70 Fed. Reg. 19,992, 19,998 (Apr. 15, 2005). 

ABC goes considerably beyond the minimum federal requirements governing air contaminants, 

as is evident from the fact that EPA used the ABC Plant as a model to develop the coke plant 

NESHAPs. ABC has implemented voluntary controls and practices to lower particulate matter ("PM") 

emissions and hazardous air pollutant emissions. ABC voluntarily installed an additional fabric filter 

collector/baghouse and replaced older baghouses with new, more efficient fabric filter collectors to 

control emissions associated with pushing operations, improving efficiencies by 200%. ABC uses 

additional gas blanketing in the by-products process to control HAPs. To control fugitive dust, ABC 

uses a wet dust suppression system, paved roads, and a vacuum truck to remove dust from the roads. 

See Jefferson County Department of Health, Title V Operating Permit Evaluation for ABC Coke, at 4 

(Nov. 7, 2013) (Exhibit 4). Furthermore, in order to be conservative in its emissions reporting, ABC 

overstates emissions in its reports to JCDH, and reports emissions for more pollutants that it is required 

to by Jaw (e.g ., ethylene). ABC's residual risk calculation required under section 112 has demonstrated 

that these measures have eliminated any risks exceeding the congressionally mandated standard. 

Even if there were, contrary to this evidence, more significant emissions from the ABC Plant, 

they would not reach the areas that are the subject of the Petition, much less cause soil contamination 

there. The Petition includes a wind rose from the Birmingham airport documenting wind patterns from 

January 1, 1970 through October 2013. Notably, the wind patterns documented in the wind rose do not 

support Petitioners' argument that wind currents carried contaminants from the ABC Plant onto their 

property. The three predominant winds on the wind rose show wind from the north to south, south to 

north, and northeast to southwest. As shown in Figure 2, the wind patterns cover only a small sliver of 
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the area allegedly impacted by the ABC Plant' s emissions.9 Moreover, as evident from the map 

included in the Petition, Figure 3, both petitioners' properties are separated from the ABC Plant by 

Highway 79 (identified by blue arrows). As noted earlier, mobile sources are one of the most common 

sources of benzo(a)pyrene, as well as lead, which was not removed from gasoline until 1995, and other 

heavy metals. 

The Petition assumes air deposition is a sound basis for presuming soil contamination and that 

the area around any permitted facility that emits a hazardous air pollutant regulated under Section 112 of 

the CAA (NESHAPs) would potentially be subject to a PA. The logic underlying the Petition would 

suggest that EPA should conduct a PA around every site regulated under section 112 of the CAA if any 

similar site shows contamination. Extended to its illogical extreme, this would require a PA of 

properties surrounding every chemical plant, refinery, metal working plant, coal-fired power plant, 

smelter, steel mill, glass plant, paper plant, other major sources regulated under section 1 I 2, and even 

dry cleaners and other area sources regulated under section I 12. Section 112 of the CAA already 

requires a reduction of hazardous air pollutants to the maximum degree of reductions achievable, and 

empowers EPA to consider pollutants' health thresholds, where established, in establishing emissions 

standards. 42 U.S.C. § 7412(d)(2), (d)(4). As a practical matter, resource constrained EPA cannot do a 

PA at every permitted facility in the country that emits hazardous air pollutants. Needless to say, the 

9 In general, the two predominant wind panems identified in the wind rose in GASP's petition are consistent with wind roses 
from other studies. However, the third most predominant wind direction shown in the wind rose, northeast to southwest, was 
not a predominant wind in the other wind roses included in prior studies, including the 2009 Birmingham Air Toxics Study 
(BATS) (measuring wind panems from July 2005 through June 2006), the 2013 North Birmingham Air Toxics Risk 
Assessment (measuring wind patterns from June 2011 to August 2012), the 2009 Tarrant Elementary School Study 
(measuring wind panems from August to November 2009), and wind roses from the Birmingham airport (measuring wind 
panems from 2002 to 2007 and from August to November 2009). These wind roses showed the following three predominant 
winds: 

• 
• 

• 
• 
• 

13S4998 I 

2009 BATS: north to south, south to north, and west to east; 
2013 North Birmingham Air Toxics Risk Assessment: north to south, southeast to northwest, and northwest 
to southeast; 
2009 Tarrant Elementary School Study: southeast to northwest (top two) and east to west; 
Airport (2002-2007): north to south, south to north, and east to west; 
Airport (Aug.-Nov. 2009): east to west, north to south, and southeast to northwest. 
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logic is inconsistent with the law governing the establishment of response priorities under CERCLA. 

MeadCo1p. v. Browner, 100F.3d 152, 156(D.C. Cir.1996). 

Acceptance of GASP's air emissions theory could have significant ramifications for the City of 

Tarrant, the City of Birmingham, and business and industry within Birmingham or any city. Under such 

a theory, boundaries of a Superfund site would never be clearly defined and would be subject to 

continued expansion in an area with multiple permitted air emissions facilities, inconsistent with the 

Mead decision. EPA itself has admitted that pursuing Superfund liability on the basis of air emissions 

alone is a novel approach. Moreover, and as noted earlier, it is clear from EPA's PA Guidance that EPA 

envisioned air pathways for Superfund liability to encompass deposition from waste piles and dusty site 

conditions rather than regulated emissions from a stack. See PA Guidance at 127. 

Granting the Petition would also be inconsistent with congressionally mandated consideration of 

actual health based studies, all of which indicate that there is no significant risk from air or other 

exposures in Tarrant and the areas surrounding the ABC Plant. EPA's Pre-CERCUS Screening 

Guidance provides that a site should not be entered into CERCUS, and therefore no PA is required for a 

site, if, among other reasons, an EPA-approved risk assessment for the area shows no risk. 

1) 2009 Tarrant Elementary School Study 

In 2009, EPA conducted air monitoring at the Tarrant Elementary School as part of its national 

initiative to monitor air toxics around certain schools. The monitor at Tarrant Elementary School is 

approximately 400 yards from the ABC Plant. 10 EPA performed air monitoring from August 5, 2009, 

through November 24, 2009, for key pollutants based on emissions from nearby sources, including lead 

in total suspended particulates C'TSP"), benzene and volatile organic compounds ("VOCs"), arsenic and 

10 This monitor not only reflected contributions from ABC Coke, but from all sources in the area, including mobile sources, 
which provides more accurate data than a specific study related to one facil ity. 
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other metals including PM10, and benzo(a)pyrene and other PAHs. · See Tarrant Elementary School 

Study. 

The results demonstrated that measured concentrations of lead were below the NAAQS for lead. 

Further, as shown in Figure 4, levels of pollutants "associated with coke plants" (according to EPA) 11
, 

including benzene, arsenic, (PM 10), and benzo(a)pyrene, were all below the levels of significant concern 

for long term exposures, and lower than previously suggested by modeling data. EPA noted that these 

pollutants may also come from other sources such as motor vehicles and gas stations. Based on these 

results, EPA decided that it was not necessary to extend air taxies monitoring at this school. 

The results of the Tarrant Elementary School Study are the most representative assessment data 

available for evaluating air quality and risks associated with air taxies in the area immediately 

surrounding the ABC Plant (i.e., Tarrant). The study revealed concentrations of benzo(a)pyrene, 

arsenic, and other pollutants below the levels of significant concern. Therefore, this study constitutes 

an EPA-approved risk assessment showing no unacceptable health risk, and accordingly, entry of the 

Petitioned Area into CERCUS and performance of a PA for the area is not appropriate. 

2) North Birmingham Air Toxics Risk Assessment 

In March 2013, EPA issued the "North Birmingham Air Taxies Risk Assessment," a risk 

assessment study that evaluated ambient air taxies and the resulting human health risk assessment 

(chronic and acute) in four North Birmingham communities. See EPA's 2013 North Birmingham Study 

at 1. The study analyzed data from four monitors in the North Birmingham area, which included the 

same Shuttlesworth monitor that was used in the 2009 Birmingham Air Taxies study issued by JCDH. 

See JCDH Environmental Health Services, Air and Radiation Protection Division, Birmingham Air 

11 In the Tarrant Elementary School Study, EPA suggested that many of the emissions it was monitoring were "associated 
with coke plants." ABC Coke notes that this description is overbroad as it relates to some pollutants such as arsenic, which is 
not consistent with coke oven emissions. 
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Toxics Study, at 7 (Feb. 2009), available at http://www.epa.gov/region4/air/airtoxic/2005-2006-

Birmingham-Air-Toxics-Study-Final-Report.pdf (hereinafter, ~'JCDH's 2008 BAT Study .. ). 

Although the results of EPA's 2013 North Birmingham Study are more reflective of impacts 

from industries within the 35th Avenue Superfund Site than impacts from the ABC Coke facility, EPA 

found~ among other things, that the long-term cancer risks calculated at each of the four monitoring sites 

fell within EPA's range of acceptability. See EPA's 2013 North Birmingham Study at I. EPA and 

JCDH have stated that the acceptable cancer risk range is lxl0'6 to lxl0-4. ld. ("excess cancer risks that 

range between lxl0-6 to lxl0-4 are considered to be acceptable"); See JCDH's 2009 BAT Study (JCDH 

adopted EPA's acceptable risk level range of lxl0'6 to lxl0-4 for cancer). Additionally, EPA reported 

that it is unlikely that adverse non-cancer affects will occur as a result of long-term exposures. EPA's 

2013 North Binningham Study at 41. EPA also noted that its ''sampling and laboratory analysis process 

was subject to rigorous quality assurance/quality control procedures." I d. at 1. 

Further, the results of this study with regard to long-term cancer risk and non-cancer health 

hazards from long term exposures were lower at the Shuttlesworth monitor than a similar study 

conducted by JCDH in 2009. 12 See JCDH's 2009 BAT Study. Benzene levels also decreased at this 

monitor from the levels reported in JCDH's 2009 BAT Study. as did manganese levels, the highest 

contributor to non-cancer hazard effects. 

3) 2014 ATSDR Evaluation 

On August II, 2014. at the direction of EPA Region IV, A TSDR published a public health 

assessment. To prepare the report. ATSDR collected relevant health data, environmental data, and 

community health concerns from EPA, state and local health and environmental agencies, the 

12 The Shuttlesworth monitor is closer to another industrial coking facility, and is approximately 1.5 miles a\\ay from ABC 

Coke. The data collected by the Shuttlesworth monitor is not consistent with ABC Coke' s emissions, and also includes 

mobile source emissions and area source emissions, etc. See EPA's 2013 North Binningham Study at 8. Moreover, even if 

the Shuttlesworth monitor reflects some contribution from ABC Coke, the resulting air quality is at acceptable risk levels in 

any event. 
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community, and industry to determine if people are being exposed to hazardous substances and, if so, 

whether that exposure is harmful and should be stopped or reduced. Specifically, ATSDR evaluated air 

samples collected from the three 35th Avenue communities in 2005/2006, 2009, and 2011/2012. In sum, 

ATSDR concluded that past short-term exposures and past and current long-term exposures to 

particulate matter ("PM") could have resulted in harmful effects to sensitive individuals (e.g., people 

with asthma, chronic obstructive pulmonary disease, and cardiovascular disease) but not the general 

public. ATSDR Evaluation at 9-10. Additionally, ATSDR concluded that "[t]he current estimated 

cumulative cancer risks from air contaminants in North Birmingham are within EPA's target risk range,' 

and that levels of air contaminants (volatile organic compounds, semi-volatile organic compounds, 

carbonyls and metals) are not likely to result in harmful noncancerous health effects. !d. at 10. 

4) 2014 JCDH Death Rates Comparison Report 

On August 6, 2014, JCDH released a report that compared various rates of death and birth 

outcomes for residents in the North Birmingham communities of Collegeville, Fairmont and Harriman 

Park to residents ofthe remainder of Jefferson Coun~ for the ten year period of2000-2009. See 2014 

JCDH Death Rate Comparison Report (Exhibit 2). In sum, JCDH found no excess cancer due to 

pollution in the North Birmingham communities. Specifically, the study concluded that the overall 

death rate for all causes of death combined, deaths from all cancers combined and for the following 

cancers individually: breast, leukemia, liver and lung were statistically the same between residents of the 

North Birmingham neighborhoods and the rest of Jefferson County. In addition, the death rates from 

asthma and COPD (Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary Disease) were statistically the same between 

residents in Collegeville, Fairmont and Harriman Park compared to the rest of the county. Similarly, the 

rates of infant mortality, still births and birth defects were statistically the same between the 

neighborhoods and the county. Experts with the Alabama Cancer Registry also looked at cancer rates 
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among African-Americans in North Birmingham (zip code 35207) compared to African-Americans in 

the rest of Alabama during 2002-20 I I, and found no significant differences among the types of cancers 

known to be associated with air, water and soil pollution. 

As shown by these studies and assessments, air quality in North Birmingham and the Petitioned 

Area is not adversely affecting public health or the environment. Accordingly, the Petitioned Area is not 

eligible for entry into CERCUS and performance of a PA for the Petitioned Area is inappropriate. 

V. CONCLUSION 

EPA should deny the Petition because Petitioners have provided no evidence of a release or 

threat of release that might require a response at the ABC Plant or the Petitioned Area. Furthermore, all 

available evidence indicates that there has been no release or threat of release that might require a 

response, and applicable health assessments confirm that there is no risk to health or the environment in 

the Petitioned Area. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Is Steven G. McKinney 
Richard E. Glaze, Jr. 
Steven G. McKinney 
Balch & Bingham LLP 
1901 Sixth Avenue North, Suite 1500 
Birmingham, AL 35203-4642 
rglaze@balch.com 
smckinney@balch.com 

Robert B. McKinstry, Jr. 
Jennifer E. Drust 
Ballard Spahr, LLP 
173 5 Market Street, 51 51 Floor 
Philadelphia, PA 19103 
Telephone: (215) 864-8208 
Email: mckinstry@ballardspahr.com 

Attorneys for ABC Coke 
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Figure 1 

Pattern ofExceedences at 35!h Avenue Superfund Site 
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Figure 2 

Wind Rose Compared to Allegedly Affected Area 
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See GASP Petition: Wind Rose for Binningham Airport from 1970-2013 and outline of 

residential area allegedly impacted by ABC Coke's emissions. 
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Figure3 

Map Showing Separation of Petitioners' Properties from ABC Plant 

Localions of ABC C'ok~ and J•ctitioncrs· ltesidcnccs 

See GASP Petition: Location of ABC Coke and Petitioners' Residences. 
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Figure4 

Results of Tarrant Health Risk Assessment 

Kl!r ... rm An.nk ..._ ... lllol:- l..t~ 
ob s ~ Qliiu .. =--1 ..... _, ..... , ,_.._, .. I J...WC_, _, ...... 150 ao &.4 150 

Scn!eJiiDg t.v.~ 

0713012009 

08 05 2009 1.74 23 2 

08 ' 11 i 2009 1.59 2.50 0.000390 8.70 

08 17, 2009 0.37 0.25 NO 2 .. 03 

08 f23/2009 1.09 NO 1.76 

OS 29/2009 2.13 0.000120 6.6S 

09104/2009 2.16 1.04 0.0000400 3 59 

09 !10 !2009 2.13 0 &15 0.0000300 2.49 

09/ 16!2009 0.361 NO 1.19 

09; 2212009 1.08 0617 0.0000400 1.05 

09/21!2009 206 13.0 0 .00144 19.1 

10t04/2009 144 1.05 00000700 5.91 

10 /10 12009 1.19 3.61 0 000100 1.79 

1011 6[2009 026 2 53 0 .000170 165 

10/ 22•2009 016 0 32 NO 2 52 

10128 2009 1.30 2.14 0 .000210 9.87 

11 / 01 •2009 2 .11 2.03 0 000140 2.73 

ll t03 2009 2 67 2.91 0 000160 ; 24 

H /09•2009 1.34 0 .502 0.0000700 3.16 

ll t 12 2009 1.26 2.63 0 .0000600 2.36 

11 ;18 2009 0.37 1.16 0.0000600 

11 : 24 2009 0.72 0.946 0.0000400 S.60 

NO c Po1hnam Not Detected 

- • 5amp!e not uken or Invalid 

See Tarrant Elementary School Study 
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Exhibit 1 

JCDH's Fact Sheet for ABC Title V Permit 



C1J S -T 
for DRAFT RENEWAL TITLE V OPERATING PERMIT for ABC Coke 
The Department had decided to grant a public Information session for the draft renewal Title V Operating Permit for ABC Coke to be held on 
the Monday, March 31st, at 6:00pm, at Tarrant Intermediate School (In the lunchroom), located at #1 Wildcat Drive, Tarrant, Alabama 35071. 

The Department had also decided to grant a public hearing for the draft renewal Title V Operating Permit for ABC Coke to be held on 
Monday, April 14th at 1:00 pm at the Jefferson County Department of Health (In Conference Room A), located at 1400 Sixth Avenue South, 
Birmingham, AL 35233. 

Major Industries facilities are required to receive Title V Operating 
Permits. Such Title V Operating Permits are issued by the Jefferson 
County Department of Health (Department), have terms of five (5) 
years and Include all of the applicable requirements that the industrial 
sources must comply with. During the initial Issuance of such Title V 
Operating Permits, the public, Alabama Department of Environmental 
Management (ADEM), the United States Environmental Protection 
Agency (USEPA), and the respective company are afforded an 
opportunity to comment on the Initial draiVproposed Title V Operating 
Permit. In addition, the public may request a hearing on the initial draft 
Title V Operating Permit. 

Renewals of Title V Operating Permits are Issued prior to the expiration 
date of the previous Title V Operating Permit OR after the expiration date 
of the previous Title V Operating Permit where a timely (I.e., within six (6) 
months of expiration) application has been received by the Department. 
Similar to the initial Issuance of Title V Operating Permits, the public, 
Alabama Department of Environmental Management (ADEM), the 
United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), and the 
respective company are afforded an opportunity to comment on the 
renewal draft/proposed Title V Operating Permit. Similarly, the public may 
request a hearing on the renewal draft Tille V Operating Permit. 

Basic Operations and Emissions 

ABC Coke currently has a Title V Operating Permit which was 
Issued on November 17, 2008 and expired on November 17, 
2013. However, In accordance with federal Title V Operating 
Permit requirements 40 CFR 70, the ABC Coke Is allowed to 
operata under the expired Tille V Operating Permit since II 
submitted a timely permit application on May 15, 2013. 

The draft renewal Title V Operating Permit for ABC Coke was 
placed on public notice with the comment period beginning 
on February 9, 2013 with an Initial comment period ending 
on March 11, 2013. The public, the facility, and ADEM had an 
opportunity to comment on the draft Title V Operating Permit 
for ABC Coke. In addition, the public has requested both a 
public hearing and a public Information session on the draft 
renewal Title V Operating Permit for ABC Coke. 

Once all comments from the public are received and 
reconciled, the draft renewal Title V Operating Permit along 
with public comments received wiU be forwarded to the 
USEPA for a 45-day review/comment period of the proposed 
draft renewal Title V Operating Permit for ABC Coke. 

ABC Coke produces coke by "baking" coal in an oxygen-less oven, where the volatiles are removed from the 
coal (captured and refined or destroyed in the by-products plant). The coke is then removed from the oven 
and piled/ loaded for shipment to end users. 

Total combined process/source emissions result in classification of the facility as an actual major source of 
particulate matter (PM), sulfur oxides (SOx), nitrogen oxide (NOx), carbon mono)(lde (CO), volatile organic 
compounds (VOCs), and hazardous air pollutants (HAP). In the year 2013, total facHity actual emissions of the 
above pollutants were estimated to be 481.51 tpy, 1866 tpy, 1041 tpy, 460 tpy, 135 tpy, and 24.33 tpy, respectively. 

Additions since the Previous Permit 
ABC Coke has added, voluntarily, controls and practices to lower particulate and HAP emissions 
No new emission sources were added to the facility since the last permit renewal; however two existing 
emergency generators were added to the permit due to new regulations. These generators are an 
insignificant source of emissions but by rule are Included in the permit with conditions. 
No physical increases In emissions sources were added while controls for PM and HAPs were Increased 
resulting In lower potential emissions from these sources. 

Compliance Status 
ABC Coke is currently in compliance with all applicable air pollution rules and regulations. 

)EFFERSON CouNTY 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 



Exhibit 2 

2014 JCDH Death Rates Comparison Report 



Summary from the Comparison of Death Rates and Birth Outcomes of 
African-Americans Living in Collegeville, Fairmont and Harriman Park to 

African-Americans Living in the Rest of Jefferson County, Alabama 

The Jefferson County Department of Health, using birth and death records maintained by the 
Alabama Department of Public Health, compared various rates of death and birth outcomes for 
residents of the North Binningbam communities of Collegeville, Fairmont and Harriman Park to 
residents of the remainder of Jefferson County for the ten-year period of 2000-2009. The 
following is a summary of the findings from this analysis: 

• The overall death rate for all causes of death combined, deaths from all cancers 

combined, and for the following cancers individually: breast, leukemia, liver and lung 
were statistically the same between residents in Collegeville, Fairmont and Harriman 
Park compared to the rest of Jefferson County. Because there were no brain cancer 

deaths noted in the Collegeville, Fairmont and Harriman Park communities between 
2000 and 2009, the rate is statistically lower than for the rest of Jefferson County. 

• The death rates from Asthma and Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary Disease (COPD) 

were statistically the same between residents in Collegeville, Fairmont and Harriman 
Park compared to the rest of Jefferson County. 

• The rates of infant mortality, stillbirths and birth defects were statistically the same 

between residents in Collegeville, Fairmont and Harriman Park compared to the rest 
of Jefferson County. 



Comparison of Cancer Incidence Rates for Zip Code 35207 to Jefferson County (Excluding 35207) 
I 

for African Americans Only, Males and Females, 2002-2011 for Selected Cancer Sites I 

35207 Jefferson County (Excluding 35207) Lower Upper 
Age-Adjusted Rate Age-Adjusted Rate Limit Limit Observed Expected 

Cancer Site 2002 to2011 2002 to 2011 
All Sites 521.4 546.8 
Oral Cavity and Pharynx 12.9 10.6 
Esophagus 7.5 4.9 
Stomach 12.1 12.8 
Small Intestine 3.9 4.1 
Colon and Rectum 66.4 65.9 
liver 5.6 7.0 
Pancreas 11.9 15.1 
Nose, Nasal Cavity and Middle Ear 1.0 0.7 
Larynx 6.7 6.6 
lung and Bronchus 57.4 68.2 
Urinary Bladder 9.4 10.4 
Kidney and Renal Pelvis 19.7 18.2 
lymphoma 14.5 15.4 
Hodgkin lymphoma 3.8 2.6 
Non-Hodgkin lymphoma 10.6 12.7 

leukemia 7.5 11.7 
lymphocytic leukemia 3.7 5.4 
Acute Lymphocytic Leukemia 0.9 0.8 
Chronic lymphocytic leukemia 2.7 4.4 

Myeloid and Monocytic leukemia 2.8 5.3 
Acute Myeloid leukemia 1.8 3.6 
Acute Monocytic Leukemia 1.0 0.2 

Other leukemia 1.0 0.9 -- · -- -

Expected cases are based on the rates for African Amerclans in Jefferson County excluding 35207. 
Rates and SIRs based on less than 6 cases are considered unstable and should be Interpreted with caution. 
All rates are per 100,000 and age-adjusted to the 2000 U.S. (18 age groups) standard. 
An SIR of 1.0 indicates no difference between 35207 and the comparison group. 

SIR SIR SIR 
0.96 0.89 1.05 
1.28 0.71 2.03 
1.58 0.70 2.81 
0.97 0.52 1.56 
0.89 0.22 2.00 
0.99 0.77 1.23 
0.76 0.26 1.50 
0.82 0.44 1.32 
1.28 0.00 5.12 
1.06 0.44 1.94 
0.87 0.67 1.09 
0.93 0.45 1.58 
1.04 0.63 1.54 
1.00 0.56 1.56 
1.55 0.39 3.48 
0.89 0.45 1.48 
0.63 0.26 1.16 
0.67 0.17 1.50 
1.21 0.00 4.84 
0.61 0.11 1.51 
0.53 0.10 1.32 
0.52 0.04 1.52 
6.21 0.00 24.84 
1.00 0.00 3.99 

As SIR> 1.0 indicates more than expected cases, and an SIR< 1.0 indicates less than expected cases based on the comparison group. 
The lower limit and upper limit represent 95% confidence intervals for the SIR. 
All of the rates and SIRs were found to be within normal ranges (not statistically different from the comparison group). 
Source: Alabama Statewide Cancer Registry, 2014. 

Cases Cases 
587 608.61 

15 11.71 

9 5.7 
14 14.4 
4 4.5 

73 74.0 
6 7.9 

14 17.0 
1 0.8 
8 7.6 

68 78.3 
11 11.8 
21 20.2 
16 16.1 

4 2.6 
12 13.5 

8 12.6 
4 6.0 
1 0.8 
3 4.9 
3 5.6 
2 3.8 
1 0.2 
1'------- 1.0 



Exhibit 3 

JCDH Response to Comments 



QUESTIONS 8: COMMENTS FROM PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD AND PUBLIC HEARING 
FOR ABC COKE 

1. My name is Cynthia Rosgen and I have lived at Presbyterian Manor for 
6 years. I have COPD, and had lung cancer surgery, 5-9-12. Even 
though I do have a ~}.~ory-of'Cancer; the soot~.~_ smut from ABC Plant, 
permeates [si~J mfapt. ~ my v~nts, windows, 'iiiy-c.~!"pet no matter how 
much I d~t~r va~.~~~/are Q).4J.c~~Ifwe ~it outside, it~b"!~rs everything. 
The c~J, and (sicj ttts-:o~ou~-f~et·'when we come in. On riany, cloudy day~Qyo~ ~~_.f~~p~~~~~t#~1~~i~!~9~~~ff.~~ the plant • .,And, [si~:you can :~ ·· · --~~1';-.; '.r~· ... r<l : •-;~.,;- · t • -• '' '' {.,.-,~ ~~ .J!. ~ ten Ute ~~re!iq~lb~tweert regWat:: .. a:~*~~jllld: those bJack emissions. 1t does~ affect ~y-6,ti~1ng, my e~~flf~~afid }ity ~ppetit&is terribly bad. I 
won 'l eve~}d~~~~'{et her~:.~:.~~ffi~~~-tHef1'flush'~he syst~m and 
our w~ter ~ ye~ d~~~§.9ii~os~.~W~s~~~i:$on'fiven slldwer. thank you .&._ ~ ft'.;1 ,- . "· .-.. " • ·.J>. • - ., • I I ,' 

,, for your conc~f.n;fc;n~ ti$.~0~~!Jllo~t~y are low-income & elde:t:.IY here • ._1 • , • • I • \ • t, , - '• • ~t ~, '~ 1 .. • • • ' ' ~ , i ·~., ~ • : , - ' -~~ Due to tfie concerns over air pollution 'and soot at Presbyterian Manor the r'\ • ~ . , .., J \. • , • • i . t- ;-v ' ,' ·, ~ •' I , '- ,iY Department P.as ~ond~ct~?. ~indoor air ass~ss~ent .an~ .~ill continue to 
work with ili~ co~uriit>.<t~)' arialyz~ _th~ tQ~eqts .receJ.~~ during the pub-' 0 4 o

0

0 o I • I • I 1 ... -:. 'O , 
0 0

' • If t"'' lie comment ped.~d. On May _16;.2014, the Departme~t/conducted an indoor . ~ • I • ·•. < ', 1 •, .:!,., _: \.· . '' "~•, , •' -~ • '!. 0 -.1 air inspection. Tlie j.q~p·~ctiqn· did~nofr~fl.di:t the q),qaitions outlined in the 
complaints. The D~P.~J~~#~ted~~ecy: cteJn d~riilitions as well as no evi­
dence of soot depositian ~~·$id~·:fb.~ ~p~en.~~o~ in the air handling systems • • .. ~.· · .• . ~ t ..... ~ for the building (on the root}; . .' 'J;h~1 Department will inspect again if more 
complaints are received. The Dep~riient would ask that if you observe ex­
cess emissions, unpleasant odors or soot deposits to call 930-1239 to file a 
timely complaint. 

Jefferson County· Department of Health ·has tlie mission. of improying air 
quality 'to pro'tect public health across Jefferson County. The JCDH accom-

. plishes this goal by 1) working with federal and state programs to conduct 
ambi~nt air moni~oring (1_'~uTant Elementary School) 2) conduct~g inspec­
tions unannounced day and night to ensure compliance of all federal, state, 
and local regulations. 

2. My name is Ethel Nixon. I am a resident at Presbyterian IVIanor Apart­
ments •.• 926 Overton Avenue .•• Apt 213- Tarrant, AL 35217.ABC Coke 



QUESTIONS & COMMENTS FROM PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD AND PUBLIC HEARING 
FOR ABC COKE 

is a hazard to my health: 1) Soot comes [sic] into [sic] my apartment 
through vents, window sills, and my floor is [sic] dirty from soot, 2) Res­
piratory- Breathing is [sic] not good, 3) Cannot [sic] sit outside because 
of air pollution. 

·~- . ... , .. ~ ......... ,. ~ "' :..-... .. .:~,. 
Due to the conc~~s over a~ pollution and soot at Pre~byterian Manor the 
Department. lias cond,ucted .an. inpoor air assessment an<r-wiJI continue to ,.t- '. • • .. , ... t.. .. ···~ work witfi the c;o~ri~i~y_to-!:W:atYZeJhe·comments received.du~ng the pub-,.r- . ... l ... t. . ••• ~· • - t_ •.•'-) . •. ';- ' • . \·, lie coinmept penod.;· 9rt'&f~y;J~~ .70l4, the Pepartment conducted an indoor 
air \nspec~9n.~ •. ~i$~~~~«~fd£.j~t~~Ee~~~th~~conditi~ns outlinfd in the 
complain!S( ~-~~9~:~artment n?~$~tet-Y;cle~ c~l!4.itio~ as well~ no evi­denc~ of soot.,qe~~~~n .insi~~ tJ!~:~p~e~fS ~ in the !k handtiJtg systems 
for th~ build~g;.{Q_n ~J;1.qot). ·~:r~~P.\e~artnientXvill inspect agai~ if more 
compl~ints ar~ · r~ceiy~~~ 'fPe. D.ep_arb;nent would ask that if you" observe ex-$ \ •• 1,. \ ! ~ ~ • • . - I I l •" cess emi~~Jons, unpleasant odors ~r soot deposits to call 930-JQ39 to file a 
timely complairit: I ~ ~ .. •• :. :\ •i t ·~ • • . ' ~: ' ·,. • I• ~~ ,.

1
, 

1 

t · .• .t '"'' 'II • 1 ,. .• ~- r • •• 

1_ .... ' :· -
Jefferson Cou~ty pep~rtment of ~ealth has the mission qf improving air 
quality to prote~t -pubiic he(\lcl} atnJss Jeffer~on Co_~PtYIThe JCDH accom­
plishes this goal't)y 1)\vo.r~g .. ;Wi_th federal ,and ~ta~~ programs to conduct ..,.. 1 I , 1. •i ,• 4 I ,_, ambient air monito~g ('J):iTant Ele!Ilef!titrr Sch~l) 2) conducting inspec-
tions unannounced day and night tO. ensure compiiance of all federal, state, ,... r - - .._.., 

and local regulations. . v~t~ • .,. : ~-~ ._:'. ..; •• :-,J. 
";.\i 0 l ) 1 .. -... ~· 

·~i-~1 1"~~·:.•'\-

3. My name is Earl Hines. I live at 926 Overton A venue, Birmingham, AL 
35217. I have a real problem with ABC Coke. I suffer with cancer, heart 
trouble, hi~b blood, and all kinds [sic] of skin disease [sic]. My home is 
fuU of black coal and so are my lungs. All my clothes [sic] stay full of 
coal dust. I feel like what's killing me is what I don' t .~ee. 

Due to the cohcerris over air pollution and soot at Presbyterian Manor the 
Department has conducted an indoor air assessment and will continue to 
work with the community to analyze the comments received during the pub­
lic comment period. On May 16, 2014, the Department conducted an indoor 
air inspection. The inspection did not reflect the conditions outlined in the 

2 
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QUESTIONS & COMMENTS FROM PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD AND PUBLIC HEARING 
FOR ABC COKE 

complaints. The Department noted very clean conditions as well as no evi­
dence of soot deposition inside the apartments or in the air handling systems 
for the building (on the roof). The Department will inspect again if more 
complaints are received. The Department would ask that if you observe ex.­
cess emissions, unpleasant2P.ors. or. soQt.d~p9_sits to call930-1239 to file a timely complaint.,.-''~1r ~e~ r- ····-.. ''"'~ '=-. ......... . ~ 

~~. • .;}-"'·- r • r' -h.•.;.. 0.4> • • ••...... • I ( ' • • ' 'P-JefferSOJ?.,.Gbunty ~epa,l"tW~n.t''?f. H~alth ~as the mission of imgroving air 
qua~ty1o prot~pfp~J?:~tq~h~~J~~.4:~9s~_ J~ffetson County. The JCD,H accom~ <II • ·:•- • • ••• ,._, . F:. ~,. ,./1' .... • . -· •t· ,.. • ~ plishes this __ go~ QYd};WP~~_g ·w~!Jkfep~-~ .. and-$tate programs to c~nduct j 1 , ~L'· • :1 <'.· ,- ·. '·"' , ·,.L .. -<•,·t,:' ~ , · ···' r.l 1.:~ , ambient air _n;lo~tQt@g{Tarrah(Eiemen.tatfSch&Ql) 2) c&nducting"inspec-tions~umiiUJ.d~ce~:'ifi.y ·arid nightffi;~~~ cofui?lianctrof1all feder~I, state, - ~.- -!1"~ .;~·• o:~\ .;, .. ··~r·'··· ... ,. : ;r" • ··~· ~ d 1

... I ·~ ·. 1· ~-. • 1' ... '-:' .. 'fr . '~ . .., .. ~ .. :''It .(.:.j. .. ..:' ~ '=' • ·.~ r ... ":'- 1~J l an o~ca re~ ~t·9~1~~-~ .. ";·~\); · ~-Tti:i~l~~ ... , ·~l. i# i!!. It! J ·! _ .. : ' ... ~.\~~"="'" •-(~":.~ .. ~~~:·. c..!-r.-"..1 ,.;;·~~~1~!.~,!1~~ _ .,!'':'f'r .~~· • ; J,~ . ,., !t. :·-~ .... .,..~r~~>~~·!..~~;· ·~ .. ~--r. '";·. ~: • , .. - ~j ~ .\ ';.Lr,. ~ .1 .~.,.. ~ .. ~-~ti~tJ"'~~ ·~\.._ • · .. ,r, · , • ~~ \~- • -~~~ ,~~~ ... : ... ·;·~ .... v._. ~~;·./?~. •.-. ··-.. ·~I ,L (_ ~:! .... fh .- , ., I • • \ .(•., • ,• • o • • ;, < ' ,_ • ~ ... :·~ 
4. My name·~- J ailit(~lllii. - I ·uy~ at Presby~e~~ail Ma1;1or,. 92§ ~Overton Ave­

nue, Tarrant; AI!, "35217, Ap~. 314. 'My c~n~~m .is .~y h~alth. The soot I I .. ~ . 
l; ., •j ., comes [soot]'f!"opt.t\~f, C~~.e ~la~t· [sic]." .$o.ot"[sic] w{lidows & sills, car-, I I • I . ,I • - .-pet [sic], vents l~ic] ;~n. the .~t~¢~, be~rp~m,,;_~l)d. ~~throom. Outside the 

ground is [sic] cov~rea, ~ith b~~c.~J~ic].s~<lp ~ _cf!p finue to cough; eyes 
are watery [sic] & Bllt,n!ng~' Br~~~ii!-~gjs- ~~~jred [sic] sometimes. 
Please consider human·~~ [~ic) (p~_d.p~~X h:eaJ.th when renewing ABC Coke 

I [ 
• ] ..... ,-.,·~· J ·:r -~~·4, .. ~~- J. ·.' ' !-J-.r-p ant SIC • • -t._\. • , .. . ' .:·:.\_~-: 

·1.:~ !1 ·"':~ t;~:.'r" 
'"\.. ·,. 

r" 

Due to the concerns over air pollution and soot at Presbyterian Manor the 
Department has conducted an indoor air as.sessment and will continue to 
work _with the comm,unity t<;> analyze the· comments ~ece~v_ed d~ring the pub­
lic cotnmeilt period. · On May 16, 2014, the Department conducted an indoor 
air inspection. The inspection did not reflect the conditions outlined in the 
c_ornplaints. The Department noted very clean conditions as well as no evi­
dence 'of soot deposition .inside the apartments .or in the air handling systems 
for the building (on the roof). The Department will inspect again if more 
complaints are received. The Department would ask that if you observe ex­
cess emissions, unpleasant odors or soot deposits to call 930-1239 to file a 
timely complaint. 
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QUESTIONS ft COMMENTS FROM PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD AND PUBLIC HEARING 
FOR ABC COKE 

Jefferson County Department of Health has the mission of improving air 
quality to protect public health across Jefferson County. The JCDH accom­
plishes this goal by 1) working with federal and state programs to con-duct 
ambient air monitoring (Tarrant Elementary School) 2) conducting inspec­
tions unannounced day and g.ight to ensure compliance of all federal, state, ·' . and local regulations·. · 

1
.,_ 

r" ¥--
........ 

·""' • 1 ••• . -:., I l t ~ •: • 

\. ,.. J . • , • ~ • - • ·..&... 

5. Mr. Barney F9nd,.9Z6: Ovedoli~Avetiue, Apt. 305, Tarrant, AL 35217. :-' ... - :, ... ::-~ '·•.·t -. k·· • - ~ . • . ··i Air)>ollution [sisJ·~:~~o.th~ti!itt~~~c]_ ~~ ~~~athitng. My~apartm~nt win-
dow~ are bi~~~- [~i~~~iJ·Wip~ "oiX~j~ Windo~s ~yery month. Th~· [sic] 
wind~ws are bll!-~~~ A lady cle~n~ .. J!ty apartm~nt' evtm~ two [sic) weeks -6# .~ :T=--' •• · .• ·' ·' ..... . J. ~"' , ,. I.: -.I ' and [~ic] it's alwaY-s 1)\ac~ on mY.iwalls [sJc) an~ furniture. I live across .. ~ c.lr. .:. ·: • ~'-. l: · . . ~ ... ~ ' ·,. ;; ~ .~-.1 · .r-.~- ~ the str~et from~~ .~ol{e;·. I c.;lnnot [sic] sit outside too [sic]_long. On a 
pretty day, I can:not Isic] sit outside for a long time, because.~f the pollu-
tion [sic]. . o • • ••O r ,, ·, o ! • 1 

• I 'I I I' • I • .._ •-:. ~ ·. ~ . . . ' .. ~ .. 

Due to the ~on~e~s ov~r ai; 1
pollution and soot at Presbyterian Manor the I . I I 

Department ha5.<;:on9ucted an i,ndoor air assessm~nt an~;wm continue to 
work with the community to analyze the c,onmients r~t~eived during the pub-,., . . 
lie comment period.! On M~y lp, 201_4, the Depamnent conducted an indoor 
air inspection. The inspection did not reflect ijle· c~nditions outlined in the 
complaints. The Department not~d;~~ry-dear( conditions as well as no evi-

. '· dence of soot deposition inside th~ apartments or in the air handling systems 
for the building (on the roof). The Department will inspect again if more 
complaints are received. The Department would ask that if you observe ex­
cess emissions, unpleasant odors or soot deposits to call 930-1239 to ft.le a 
timely complaint. 

Jefferson County Department of Health has the mission of improving air 
quality to prot~ct public health across Jefferson County. The JCDH accom­
plishes this goal by 1) working with federal and state programs to con-duct 
ambient air monitoring (Tarrant Elementary School) 2) conducting inspec­
tions unannounced day and night to ensure compliance of all federal, state, 
and local regulations. 
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QUESTIONS 6: COMMENTS FROM PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD AND PUBLIC HEARING 
FOR ABC COKE 

6. My name is Beverly Hill (Presbyterian Manor, 926 Overton A venue, 
Apt.ll2, B'ham, AL 35217) and I am bothered by dust coming into 
windows & vents. This affects my severe allergies. I have black dust I 
my apartment. This du~t,. c;Q)Iects on. my _blinds, furniture, curtains, and 
nick·nacks. Thi~. causes ·~e to sneeze & couglland have attacks, making c;'..l,. • t me take my over-tbe· ce·~nte.r.allergy meds. ", ., .l.r '· ' ~ • • j ,... ~ 

...... '·.... >' ~ .. ·~~>·· ;:·_·;.~;·;;;_!..)~;-.': ... :',: 1':1·" . . ':-~;. 
Due!tb.the col)£~dl$.,.§y~r·'~J£.~p~llh(iop~ ~!ld soot at Presbyterian M'~or the 
Dephrtment liiis-~cbrtahbfudr·iibi·i;&$6l ~r{;i~~essnifnt and'wm contiriue to 
wor~- with th~~~9~~1\!.~Y t~ a~~~~iffuf '~iriw.e~~ ~~S~~ed durin.~ the pub-
lic coFent.P~!}p~:~pq. ~y l~i-·R0~4,_ ~e :gep~ment {pnducted an indoor 
air ins~ction,: .. T!(~~X~~~~~o_p:Att\.r(~~r~flect th~.~conditi~ps outl~ed in the 
compld~~ts. ~~pe~~~nfp.o·~e~ v~t-y"clean conditions as wep as no evi­
dence of'~qot .deposition·insi~e tfi~ apartments or in. th~ aJr handling systems 
for the bu-:-ilding .. ( on. th~ root)'.t-The Dep~ent will inspect ai ain if more '\j ' ~ .. • • _. I complaints 'are received. The Department would ask that if'}tou observe ex-• Jr ' I 0 ,: \ 0 a .' • • < f. • ~ 0 o • ~i cess emissions, u~pleasant odor& o~_ ~oot deposi~ to call ~30-1239 to file a . • ~- I ... . 1_. • .u ' • :, ·,, ~ . \ .. r J ., • ~ timely complaiiit: ~~ · :.)·~,J :~· . ·. . ~· . .' . ./ 

· ...... '~1 •. !'~i \ 11 -~ !~~~·-. . :....' ... ~ •. _·J" ·, f ... · 
'"'.,. - - 1 l't \ I 

Jefferson County Departrtten( of H~alth h~~·--the mg;sion of improving air ~ ~· i.": t'' ,.. c- .-quality to protect publie.liealth acros·s '!effe~so_{i, County. The JCDH accom-... ~.;~o., '1J 

plishes this goal by 1) workin,g ~i~lt ;~e~er~fahd state programs to con-duct 
ambient air monitoring (Tarrant ·~.Ielfl.entary School) 2) conducting inspec-. l ~ .• tions unalUlounced day and night to'ensure compliance of all federal, state, 
and local regulations. 

7. Betty Jones (Presbyterian Manor", 926 Overton Avenue, Apt 411, 
~'ham, AL 35217). My concerns regarding the ABC Coke Plant are the 
following: 1) The pollution iS [sic] all over my fur'niture,"2) My rug is . . "grimy" and it looks black (It [sic] supposed to be gray.), 3) At night, I 
cannot hardly [sic] breathe, because of the pollution. I have to put a 
towel over my nose, so I can breathe, 4) The vent out in the hallway and 
the black stuff comes out all over the floors & hallway, 5) When I turn 
on the air and heat it makes all the "black stuff' worse in my home, 6) 
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When the air comes on at night, I begin to cough and cough because of 
the pollution [sic] in the air, 7) The window sills have all the "black stuff' 
pollution all over the sill, all the time, 8) When I walk in and through my 
apartment my shoes have "black stuff'' all over them. 

• r _:::; •' r 
.. c.·""~- ..... 

Due to the concerns over air pollution and soot at Pre~byterian Manor the 
Department.has· ~onducted an indo<;>r ai,r assessment and 'will continue to 
work '-y,ith the co~unity tq;:~a)y~~ the comments received d~g the pub­
lic cothment pe~od. pp.J:tfa~Jt(~P.~·4, the Department conducted~ indoor 
air ~p~ctioq._ j~~~!>~pt~~n;Ctid;~~ftfe.fl~t~the~~o~~iti~rs outlin~a in th~ 
com~lamts. :r)le~9~E~ent not~~yery cle~co~d~tio~-~~as well as no evt­
dence~ of so~~ dr~z~lj~'ori inside th~}a~artm~n~ ofin the aJ[ handli?g systems 
forth~ building, (~n ffi.~ roof) .. !htf-Deptlrtment will insp~ct again~ if more .:J... , . ft ~ - ' • , I , '"!" 

complatnts are .r~~eived. ' The Depmtm~nt would ask that if you observe ex-
cess emissions, unpleasant odors or soot-deposits to call930-1239 to file a ' . . 
timely cofltplaint: , .- . ,, ; . '• ,.-

) I 
• 

Jefferson County Department of Health has the mission of improving air 
quality to protect public health i;tcross Jefferson ~o~nty.-The JCDH accom-

.... I ~ ' t .. - l plishes this goal by; 1) working with federal and state programs to con-duct 
ambient air monitoring (Tarr~t Eleme~tary Sc~oql) 2) conducting inspec­
tions unannounced day and night to ensure coqtpliance of all federal, state, 
and local regulations. · _,,. 

<• 

8. I am Margaret Curtis. I have lived [sic] around this air pollution all my 
life [sic] from Sloss and ABC Plant. Now, I am on oxygen day and night. 
All this pollution comes in my apartment [sic]. My windows are closed 
[sic] and [sic] it travels in my vents. I am also a heart patient [sic]. I 
have COPD. All that black stuff comes [sic] in. I can't sit outside [sic] 
too [sic] long. It's [sic] also in my carpet, and [sic] the bottom of iny 
shoes are [sic] black. They need to do something for all that pollution, 
because it is hurting me and the rest of us in the Presbyterian Manor. 
Something needs [sic] to be done. 
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Due to the concerns over air pollution and soot at Presbyterian Manor the 
Department has conducted an indoor air assessment and will continue to 
work with the community to analyze the comments received during the pub­
lic comment period. On May 16, 2014, the Department conducted an indoor 
air inspection. The inspe9.!ion did not refle~t ~e conditions outlined in the 
complaints. Th~.Pep~ment noted very clean conditi9.ns as well as no evi­
dence of soot•deposition in~id,e the apartments or in the air ~andling systems 
for the puiiding ( o~ th({r~~::. ~:n.~·)?epartment will inspect ~gaip if more 
compl~ints an~ t~~ceive4;i:t,il~:p~part,m~.nt would ask that if you obs.erve ex­
cess\emissions., ~tfR!~ai~f~d8i§;:bl~~5F1feP.p.sit~~to calf~30-1239 ~b file a . . ~ "'~ '.., . ... ~ "·. - . ., • f'-"- !4': • timely complatiif{" ~~- : <;>-.·~· ~~-~:.: · : .;.1 ~ i"' ~ . I •-,!~·. ·,, ·'l~~- . f ,1• ' • IJI' ~·-·· -~•·· ~·~ 1' ~· - i\ ·' . ·i~' .. r~~·.\ .;~ ·· 1, . • t.•W.:. .' .a. ' • . ,..... ;...J ~-·l ~ I• ' • -,.·.,-._:t .a. --=...._ • • • .)' "'""# ~"t ~r- -
J effer~on Co'untyfpeP.~ent qf n~a,ltliJi~~.~the· .;clission 9f improying air 
quality..~to pr~t~cf~i;o)~s~~~~i~~q:¢~61~- ~~ffe;son County. The JCJ;)H accom-h "' r ... ~ ,,.., 1. · -~ •. i '~1· plishes Q:lls goal~by l f workirig·wtm federal and state programs,.to conduct . • 

M ambient ~monitoring O"arrant Elemen~ary School) 2) con:ducting inspec-.. , l' - - .· . - .. i • ' - t t tions unann~unced day arid night to ensure co~p~i.ance. of al,l federal, state, .. ' . ,. . r 
and local reg~lations . . . ,l ; • : •. ·, • • :: ._', • • • :· • ::, .:r} •

1 

~- :- ~:· .'· ·,_ ... ~:,·. :; 1·:.. ; .. ) .~· .. ·_~_.:-.-:-_. ··.: .. : .. /,• 
~"' •' ... o • : ' I "' .:;,·,:, I I •: I • - • ~ 

9. Wallace Williams; Jr. G.o .. geste'd ~t nlghf, dlfncnlty breathing. Doctor 
"' ~ • 1 ! 0 

, 
1 

0 ~ r ' I .o 0 y ~ • j"" [sic] prescribed inhfd~r butj hat ~Q~ ·nQt ~elpo.- I try opening the window • 4 _, ••• . _ . • • • .. -\; 

and tbe air does not help ~e get good qti'allij air to breathe. Eye aUer-. .. '. • · l• .. 'l • 

gies- my eye waters [sic] &-it.ch/'b~dly'i·'(sic] all tbe time. It is worst [sic] . ,), - .. .. . , 
at night, when I have my window~ lip. Skin rash Dr. gave prescription, 
but the cream does not help the rash. I cannot [sic] get air & I get 
"scared" & "panicky". Water has an odor and different color. 

Due to the concerns over air pollution and soot at Presbyterian Manor the 
Department has conducted an indoor air assessment and will continue to 
work with th~ community to analyze the comments rec~ived during the pub­
lic comment period. On May 16, 2014, the Department conducted an indoor 
air inspection. The inspection did not reflect the conditions outlined in the 
complaints. The Department noted very clean conditions as well as no evi­
dence of soot deposition inside the apartments or in the air handling systems 
for the building (on the root). The Department will inspect again if more 

7 



( 

QUESTIONS & COMMENTS FROM PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD AND PUBLIC HEARING 
FOR ABC COKE 

complaints are received. The Department would ask that if you observe ex­
cess entissions, unpleasant odors or soot deposits to call 930-1239 to file a 
timely complaint. 

Jefferson County Department of Health has the mission of improving air 
quality to protect public-health "across'Jefferson Cq.l}nty. The JCDH accom­
plishes this goal· by 1) wor~g with federal and state'·programs to conduct 
ambient .• aiil~onitoring · (ral!ant Elementary School) 2) c~nducting inspec­
tions uhannounce~ ~ay' apCI,_night to' ensure compliance of all fed~ral , state, 

~ '. - • ... - _.f :\, ~ ' • 

and.Iocal regulation~~ ~:·~~:,'~J~::=: . ..,.., ... ;;:-: ;~~ r.,. ~'· ~--~ ~ ~ • 1 1-A· .. ~."'!ii.•. a :.-.. j'. I"J~U."'l! ··, f'\.t}. i::'~ ~ .:.. \ -.~-~ ... .r~··~·~:~~-r;:J;;, ,.,· ··r·_ .... ~·~, .. :.\'t~.::.<~ · .. ~-~ .. ~~ d4 t •• ,. - ' .. .. ... .... -'"':L;" -~ • • •• • ...... ~,· : ... l .... 1~ !"".. -;:1 I ~ .. ...... ~t- ·"i~ .. :-,.~ . \:".A (.2~ .. ..:-.-. u. ; ~~;.. .h, ... J. .: 

-. • ,. :'. ·~~( ~:- -- ~ .( ~'- . !·, :~ .. 7 : 
10. (Veromca Mel_to~rPresbytertan!Manor, ~!26 OvertonAvenue, Apt. lOS, ~ 1 ' -::;:~ :.:•; .- t l .. .' aL .. ~ i ~ -.- -tl... 4..1 

B'hall).., AL 357-l1),j7{Vas livJng·at~3052 32nd Avenue West. I was 17 when 
we moved to'33~0~ ~in~-pi~~e·North. I moved in here July 1995. I have 
been he~e for 18: years. When I dean my apart~ent there i$: black dust 
everywh~~e. I can dust nie ·and have dust (ili.egible). I w~s diagnosed 
with MS in-'J982. I nave shortness of breath. _ • (: 

,. 
I • 

.... _ • • 1 - • • , • •. -. t. '.1 

Due to the conce~;TIS over air pqll~ti6n and soot ·~t Prespyterian Manor the 
Department has cdn!fucted an indooJ; air assessment~d will continue to 
work with the comni:Linity to analyze the coml'neries received during the pub­
lic comment period. 0~ May 16,2014, the pepartment conducted an indoor 
air inspection. The inspection 4~d n~V~fleet the conditions outlined in the 
complaints. The Department noted very clean conditions as well as no evi­
dence of soot deposition inside the apartments or in the air handling systems 
for the building (on the roof). The Department will inspect again if more 
complain~s are receiv~d. The Departmep.t would ask that if you observe ex­
cess emissions, unpleasant odors or soot deposits to call 930-1239 to file a 
timely complaint. 

Jefferson County Department of Health bas the mission of improving air 
quality to protect public health across Jefferson County. The JCDH accom­
plishes this goal by 1) working with federal and state programs to con-duct 
ambient air monitoring (Tarrant Elementary School) 2) conducting inspec-
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tions umumounced day and night to ensure compliance of all federal, state, 
and local regulations. 

11.(Sharon Boshell, Presbyterian Manor, 926 Overton Avenue, Apt. 108, 
Tarrant, AL 35217). I .moved'to P-resbyterian, Manor in December 2013; 
picked up the keys-on 12-17-13, I believe. By tbe 'evening of the 17'h I 
started tg hli've a tic~~ and sor~ throat. By the next d';ty lJtad severe ";"' • i . . ·< ·•. ~ • ~ 

..,1 

bronchitis, which l~i'ed for. oYer t\Vo months, as I recall. There was 4~ l ' : •. '_.L• •,·.'~~ "'." .. ! • .t• ;'. 
'\,.. 

bla~~' fine d~~t ~9;.~~~9~-oF~~·-~·tt~t~:-~:.{~o~lhe fir~~ day. I ~~ve set up 
an atr filter·~. mY-~~({room. , .. 1:J, . ...:,~"~ ,... ~ b' t:·., ., r •· -.• :. ""•! ~ t ... ~ • ... .,_ • •· " •\'"I 11 ~ •1'1 ~ ~ ~ , • ·~.;.~~· ~ •I • ·: ·':1,;~" .. ~.: ... '1 'y~~ • , ..tU I'! "1. · .[···t •. ~.~ · , t"x.~· .. ~ .. :f" ·~~~ ,.. ~ ......... ·-: ~ :~ . '~?~~-,-~ v t;o.:· f ·~.. ~~·: ~- ~' , 

Due t~ the conce,~~£~~:~. ai~ ~~~~P~. ~~s~_pl)t ~}~Presb~f~an M~?nor the 
Department h~s ~9ildti~ted _~l;l md<?Q(~r assessment and wtll co~ttnue to I!• ' ~ ..... ~ .~.. . , ..... . ' . work with the coriununlty 'to cp1alyze the comments received dunng the pub-
lic co~~nt period.· On May 16, 2014, the Departmen.t !=Ondubted an indoor 
air inspection. The inspe~ti~n did not reflect the· conditions .... o~tlined in the 

";.& '"'' •• ' f ' •• '' • .~ complaints. ~~Department n~ted very-cl¢an conditions as well as no evi-
dence of soot d~position inside the apartme~ts ,ot in ~e air handling systems 
for the building (Qn th~ roof)., f1i'e Dep~~nt ~ill ~pect again if more ., ' I ! o •! • I ..... ~· 

complaints are rec~iyed. Tii~ Depaqmerit ·would ~If that if you observe ex-. ' -cess emissions, unpleas~todo.rs or soot depqs\t~ho ca11930-1239 to file a 
timely complaint. ·~ . _ :_ · · · : . ~. . . ,v• 

' . _.itt. 

I • 

Jefferson County Department of'He~lth has the mission of improving air 
quality to protect public health across Jefferson County. The JCDH ac­
accomplishes this goal by 1) working with_ federal and state programs to con­
duct ambient air monitoring (Taqant Elementary School)_ 2) c~mducting in­
spections unannounced day and night to ensure compliance of' all federal, 
state, and local regulations. 

12.My name is Emory Harris .•. I am a resident at Presbyterian Manor 
Apartments •.. 926 Overton Avenue, Apt. 303-Tarrant, AL 35217. In 
regard to ABC Coke Plant I am less than 500 hundred feet from the 
plant. Soot comes in vent. 1) Bedroom, bathroom, kitchen, living room, 
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windows & window sill. I have to clean often, 2) I cannot walk outside. 
The [sic] ground is [sic] covered with soot ..• bottom of my shoes are [sic] 
black, 3) Sleep not good, 4) Appetite poor, 5) Breathing not good. Please 
consider new permit. People are suffering from ABC pollution. I have 
been living here 5 year~ a!ic:L9 months., 

...... .. 
~ .... :.J 

. c.· 'Q . . ~~ 

Due to tq~ toncems oVeJ' air pollution and soot at Presbyterian Manor the 
.# • "'· • • .. 

Department has co_nductt:;d.-Mf .indoor air assessment and will continue to I' ; ~ , ... . ~~"' ~ 

work with the co~J,Ijllcy .,b~~n_al~~-- -~e co~t;nmepts rece~xed during the pub-• ~ , . ,.:o-f:...... 1' .. • ..., •. ~. .. ..... ,. . . .....~·. _£. ~ J. 

lie cgmmentp~riQd~<?n May-~6';:~g.QK~, .the D.ftpaipnent cgnducted ~indoor 
air iri~pection; 'I'Jit; jpspection did~o.fr~ffect .. !h<fonditi1Jis outlinf d in the 
complaints .. The·Department note<fvery clean conditions:~as well as no evi­
dence ~of soot def;~·~iHbti "!hsiCle tii~·~partffi;nts of=-in the it}· handtf~g systems 
for the building ( oQ Pte roof)~ The Department will inspect again if more 
complaiti"~ . are received. The ti~partment would ask that if yo-u observe ex­
cess emissions, ul)ple&sanf o'dor8 or soot deposits to call930! 1239 to file a 
timely complaint. ,. , <" . ' 

I \ i • • ., l 

Jefferson County Department of Health has the missiop of improving air 
quality to protect p~blic heal$_ across Jefferson CouJity. The JCDH ac­
accomplishes tbis goa(by 1). \YOrlQng with feder~l and state programs to con­
duct ambient air monit~rilig .(Tarrant Elementary School) 2) conducting in-

... I t<~ 

spections unannounced day :irtc;l night to erisure compliance of all federal, 
state, and local regulations. 

13.Piease consider new permit. People are suffering from ABC pollu­
tion. I have been living here 5 years [sic] & 9 months. 

Due to the concerns over air pollution and soot at Presbyterian Manor the 
Department has conducted an indoor air assessment and will continue to 
work with the community to analyze the comments received during the pub­
lic comment period. On May 16, 2014, the Department conducted an indoor 
air inspection. The inspection did not reflect the conditions outlined in the 
complaints. The Depru.tment noted very clean conditions as well as no evi­
dence of soot deposition inside the apartments or in the air handling systems 
for the building (on the roof). The Department will inspect again if more 
complaints are received. The Department would ask that if you observe ex-
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cess emissions, unpleasant odors or soot deposits to call 930-1239 to file a 
timely complaint. 

Jefferson County Department of Health has the mission of improving air 
quality to protect public health across Jefferson County. The JCDH accom­
plishes this goal by !) ! working Witli federal amt~tate programs to conduct 
ambient air mo~itoring (Tarrant Elementary School)' 2)~conducting inspec-..... ,.. . . : 

.;~ tions unannolinced day and·night·to ensure compliance of-all federal, state, ;,)., w • ·'· \. - \., • • • .. ~-. and locatregulations.:~; >~ 1~ ~--_.::···: ~··. " .. ,. ,: . • .. ';_,:.- .. ; ·.~;~.· :;j.e t ·i~··t,rs;.=J: .. ··\~ t~' •o, 1 ' : r>: ; rl,-..-~:..J..;; ~ .._-1-..;..·~·~ ~,.; 1. '• ' ~., ·~ i: .·",,.·:::. :·:~;::: .. it'1f~p~,.'1~,; "i~;-it:f;¥~'fl.-.~~. ·fb· ~ .. · -~ ~ d,..l.,,jl .. :·'~~n:...(":'· P .,t'o:;·,·:~i:i•"•,•.q .' t'l~'-• ~?.i /J · 14.Mf~name is ~~~~,~t~an. I ¥ve~~+~~~~ ?r~~t~J.} A ven~~' Apt. 2~6, Tar-
rant;\Alabam_~-~\5~~!\ ~ have.~~tt~ing. P~fbl!,~~···w~e? I go ~butside I 
have tr~ubl_e .~:J."~t~~~f;_, ~ .~~~~y*~~~;~o:,Jres15J•r but~J_sJc] be;ause of the pollutipn [sic],_ Jl·~aMo. _ stiiyJo~~'· _..; · 1 

Ot . •..- .t~~~! I ',~~ .-.-·~.!,~ ~~l/~:·~·~~ ~:,':••'~. '., .(' • i-
' t\ ' . ._ • " •• .~ 

Due to the cone~~ ov~,r air pbllution ll:fld soo~ at Pt~~byteriaft Manor the I .. ' ·, . "' Departme~t lias conducted an indoor air as~essment anq Wilf continue to 
work with tlie dommuD_ity. to analyze 'the coi:nments' h~ceived during the pub-

' • I 1 • \ I ~ '' lie comment p~~od. On .l\_1ay ·V), 20,14, th~ Dep~_e,ri~ 9onducted an indoor 
air inspection. ·rq~ ~pe~tion.did ,not reijec~ the coq~jtions outlined in the 
complaints. The bepartrrtent' noted very clean conditions as well as no evi­
dence of soot dep~si~on ~~ide t~e apartmen.is· ~~ jriiilie air handling systems 
for the building (on tlfe .roof): Tbe DepartrneJ!FWill inspect again if more 
complaints are received: ;·~e .. Dep_artment.Wo;uld ask that if you observe ex­
cess emissions, unpleasant ooo~s· qr.sqot!deposits to call 930-1239 to file a timely complaint. '··''\ ;,"-, 

Jefferson County Department of Health has the mission of improving air 
quality to protect public health a~ross Jefferson County. The JCPH accom­
plish~s this goal by 1} working wi$ federal and state progranis to_ conduct 
ambient air monitoring (Tan-ant Elementary School) 2) conducting inspec­
tions unanno~nc~d day and night to ensure compliance of all federal, state, 
and local regulations~ · 

lS.(Gayle Cobb, 926 Overton Avenue, Apt. 215, Tarrant, Alabama 35217). 
I live across the street from ABC Coke owned by Drummond Company. 
I look outside my window every day and see black clouds they could be 
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white. Because of the pollution they are black. I was raised in Birming­
ham, Alabama. The community I grew up in an [sicl area that did not 
have a plant. Good clean air. 1970s I moved to Collegeville with my 
birth mother and pollution was bad. Jim Walters Coke was making me 
sick. My daughter was borQ.1982. My d~~-~hter has [sic] breathing 
problems she g~~ the doctor at least three to four.Jime a year. My skin .,.. 

~ 

was burning and my ey~s wer~ hurting, itching and red.[sic]. I left Col· 
.;; t o .•: • · I • "' 

legevill~and mov~d [sic].bi"t~k with_~y grandmother's [siC] house. I .. . J,, ''-· . . ... " 
raise·my ~a~g~t~.(in:.~ .~~~pg~~~tr,rinceton. I live at Presbyterian 
Ma~or Apartpiejrtr.j~Ai;i. ~ll':~·!J~i~t.tsi~lb;lco-~e. My .~ealth [si~] is not 

1 ... - .. ,t: i . .. '.J.,;. . - . 'it.:~ ~-, ~ good. Sometime·f.'Will go all day~Witliout eating, naus:ha. Sometime I ~. • • .,; • 1 :"~ ,;,.,"! • _ •';., · ~'\: ', 
11 

r ~ ~· .... "' '- r.n ·.~~ ~ 

know. I am too [sic]"old to have~:ihother child. I should not have a prob .. 
lem ~ith ~Y st()~;~il_; ~I ey~·~~geqn, Dr. J~hn Lon~t was cbncerned ..... I ' :!· • ..._ • ·.~ 4' • • • 

[sic] about my l~_ft-·eye~ Dr. Long-did u surgical procedure oli my left eye 
• y ~-) ' ... 

in 2000!1 He wanted to know·why my eye was in the [illegible]. Maybe it I~ . 1 

was years !!go. The fir~t opcrati.on was [illegible].. I ~eft ~ollegeville. Dr. 
Long told ~~ my eye lid was not supposed to drop agai~: I need the sur· 
gical procedure f!gain. I told Dr. Long I live across the street from ABC 
Coke. Surgical proceclure (Ectnopion??)• Ectnopion, the turning out of ..: !· ~ 
an eye lid SO that it does not lie clos.ed (sic] QD th~ surface of the eyeball. 

Due to the concerns ov'er air pollution and soot at Presbyterian Manor the 
Department has conducted anindoor air assessment and will continue to - -. 
work with the community to analyze·the comments received during the pub-
lic comment period. On May 16, 2014, the Deprutment conducted an indoor 
air inspection. The inspection did not retlect the conditions outlined in the 
complaints. The Department noted very clean conditions as well as no evi­
dence of soot deposition inside the apartments or in the air handling systems 
for the building (on the roof). The Department will inspect again if more 
complaints are received. The Department woitld ask th~t if you observe ex­
cess emissions, unpleasant odors or soot deposits to call930-1239 to file a 
timely complaint. 

Jefferson County Department of Health has the mission of improving air 
quality to protect public health across Jefferson County. The JCDH accom-
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plishes this goal by 1) working with federal and state programs to con-duct 
ambient air monitoring (Tarrant Elementary School) 2) conducting inspec­
tions unannounced day and night to ensure compliance of all federal, state, 
and local regulations. 

.:; ·~· . -rt','tl. ... .. "'" •• • 14 16.1\'Iy name is Barb~fa J ohhson. I been aro1md. tltese plants all my life 
" .. "'! . ' • have. I have ~hortness [~'c] ~f ~reath from fumes froJll.Jhe plant. It's 

coming [~ie) -from·~he plapt. ~t~~ .'7oming [sic] through tiie'v~nts in my 
apar:~m~~t. Jt m~kes i~:~JcJf.:a·~~J_g~t ~~d ·day, coming thr~tig~ my vents ·J~ ) ' . " +. ,~ .•. ·:<!-!'! .•. ;.;_.,. ,, •. - • -

an~~on th~- ~-~~~~~ W.~~(l~ r;~~~'Ltf1~etl·~~ve ~)>ad co?~h in my ;throat frodl this ·- : ~'-:···?~· ·~~~ • .::--~~' :· ~ ~· ~~~~~'{ ,: - · · · 7-'~- · ~~- -~ ~· , • '"·:· '.". ~. t~:,. .. ~ .... ' ! .. _ ·:~:;w!S·~. ·!· .... ,...~ .. _ ~ .~ :' ,. . ,_ 11' • ..... '<. . u:.,., t ' . "\~ . J·~ ~ I! l' • .... C.:\"1.· • i~' .. ·... . ·, ·~.:-'P.:, ... _; r• ~~ i 4o, ... ..--....- ... ,~ !o-~ '.1 '• ~ ·:r·J~ o 1 1 1 ~-, ,""~}·.t<.l~;!· ~·· ·~~f, I ~ili ~ ffj € 
Due ' o thecdnc~Hi~6ver air p0j"iti~onarid.r.s·&t ~t Presbyterian Manor the 
Dep~ent.lros§6nd~~~~9~-~ "fti4io.r. ~as-~ess~~nt anltvm continue to !- ~¥',' l, •• ,-t .. . , ... j ..... ~·l"'· ~ ~ ' .. ,,,, .. . . ~ work w~th the Gommuruty to -~·alyze· the comments received during the pub-

' . • ,_ • I . I... . . ... .. lie conun.pnt pe~od; On.May"·l~, 2014, the pep~rtment con~~cted an indoor 
air inspedipn. TQ.e inspe4ti~n did not reflect ~e-~o~dhio~:outlined in the 

I ... ~ ... • ' J ' o ~-complaints. ·The Department n~ted very clean coilqitions:as well as no evi-
.. • f ~ • I 0 • 1 .. ,.., 

dence of soot depc;>s~~ion in,siqe. tli~ . apart:m~n~. or in the air handling systems 
<I • 1 - ""1, • 1 ~ rl-'>-" ~I I 

for the building (qn. the roofJ; . The Dep~ent .wilr mspect again if more 
; • ; I ,. I ~ • I I • . . ._ A ..... complaints are recewed .. The pepartment woHld ~sk that if you observe ex-

.. I '" ":' ... ~ - . '.. II~ 
cess emissions, unpleas~nt o~ors pr- ~oot depo~its to call 930-1239 to file a 

•• .. \ _1 • - "--1· timely complaint. "-.~--~ '· . n_- :,'.~ _''.:·)f . 
• .- s!· .... ~ 

Jefferson County Department o(Health has the mission of improving air 
quality to protect public health across Jefferson County. The JCDH accom­
plishes this goal by I) working with federal _and state programs to conduct 
ambient ai.r.rnonitoring (Tarrant Elementary School) 2) conducting inspec­
tions tmannounced day and night to ensure compliance of all federal, state, 
and local regulations. 

16.(Betty Hobson??, Presbyterian Manor). I live at Presbyterian l\tlanor 
on the fourth floor. My living room and bed room windows overlook the 
roof that's over the office and entrance. It is covered in thick soot that 

13 
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never washes off. I can't ever open my windows because it blows inside 
my apartment. 

Due to the concerns over air pollution and soot at Presbyterian Manor the 
Department has conducted an indoor air assessment and will continue to 
work with the comnmnity to ' ana.fyze fu~· cohunents received during the pub-

• ·1· 

lie comment p,eriod. On May 16, 20 14, the Department conducted an indoor 
air inspec,.tion. The inspectjo_n '<;lid Qot reflect the condition'S 9utlined in the 

., ... • • •• .t ' ... '•t 

complaints. Th~ D~:Q~rtni:~P.t p.oted very clean conditions as wel.l as no evi-
• • • • . . .r ·[ ;. • { .. • 

deqce ?f s.o~;~~~~~ti~~~i!JS!p.~~!l11rap~e~~ ~~ ~n ~e-~~ han~~g systems 
for 1Jle ?m-~4~-~g;:~?~!e~;roof). A:Qt~._J?e:p~g,nt !(Ill ms~~t agam ~f more 
complam~ ;;rr~ r~~~fYed. The D~p~~nt wo,pl~ ask tlu~t· if you opserve ex­
cess ~~mis~H~ps~ ~nP!~asant odors·(j~ spotdeppsif~to- callJ30-1239 to file a 

0 r '1 . I "!' 'I..P ~·,~· I - -~~ I ,. J ...,. -;:t ttme y camp amft~,..:~;,·,. ,'; _ ~ ·~r·~~- . · :. .. ~ · '"'!- ... ~ -;~ 
., .. , -.--.~ :..lr- -=-"'-1:, ' ~ ... ;- ~"!.~~·- ." ... ~.. • ,..,=- <' 
.... - -' '-. •...!,_, •I" I . I' ,._.,," ' ~t' '"'!I"- - •- •./ 

~l - l·-- . } ·:..: ·':y.. .... ... ·- - J 

Jefferson CouritYPepmtm~nt·ofHealth !las the mission of improving air 
quality to protect public health across Jefferson Co_unty. Th~ JCDH accom­
plishes tlii§ goaiJ:,y'l) working with federal ~iid stJite programs to con-duct 
ambient aif •. monitorilig (Tarrant Elementary ·_S9hool)2) conaucting inspec­
tions unannotmced day and night to ensure Gompliance of all federal. state, 
and local regulations., • -

o,.~: f.,.- . • , • I(-,. • ' • • .. . ,. ... ~. . . . ... . ·:· 
I I I ;· : 1"1 

. . . .. 
'\ I' - """ I ~ 

17.1 have a breathing problem 'tha~Js getting ~orse. I now have a heart 
condition that is caused partly by pollu~jon. Cutting back on emissions 
would help all of us here! P.r~a5·e copgider us by giving us fresher air to 
breathe. 

Due to the concerns over air pollution and soot at Presbyterian Manor the 
Department lias conducted an indoor air assessm~nt and will continue to 
work with the community to analyze the comments received during the pub­
lic comment period. On May 16,2014, the Department conducted an indoor 
air inspection:. The inspection did not reflect the conditions outlined in the 
complaints. The Department noted very clean conditions as well as no evi­
dence of soot deposition inside the apartments or in the air handling systems 
for the building (on the root). The Department will inspect again if more 
complaints are received. The Department would ask that if you observe ex-

l4 
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cess emissions, unpleasant odors or soot deposits to call 930-1239 to file a 
timely complaint. 

Jefferson County Department of Health has the mission of improving air 
quality to protect public health across Jefferson County. The JCDH accom~ 
plishes this goal by l) .. working1WitH federal and.~1tate programs to con-duct 
ambient air m~nitotjng (Tarrant Elementary School) ·2).conducting inspec­
tions unannounced day_ and pight to ensure compliance of all federal, state, 
and local'regulatiCu:is~:~.- :~ , ·:; '• : ... ... "'~ .. 

r7 ., - ., , .;.~~ , .. _. ·;:·r ,.., .\>. ""•· ~ ., ~~ ~\ ;: '"""<-· ._, ...- ... ' ..:'\':.,. ..... ·~;"';s .. ·, t;• ·j,..~ ... . '•'-
it. ... .. ·.·J ~~·.":o.':i1\"-: '4-.~ .... ~}l~:r"f:n., .~: .... :. _;•.. ..~ 
o;. • ' t.;· ·,;,: .. ;.\·',. . .,,.., ..... ,., ~-J!-":.,!;~l~l.¢ .• ~. ~: ·-r~· ., """"-~ ..... .. r. .. 1 JJ~" 1 .,_ ... ....,._ · ,,.. ..... ~~ il .• ·o • • •too.!!~. ~ ~ r- ' ~ .' .. ·*·~.,~~tiY ··~ -: ... r\1 , .... ;..~:rJ.'~,. ;~ .\•_ ,~ ~~-::•. --:. ~~ { 

18.My~name. ~. Gb~rYJ]~ 'r?~d'. ~~e!~~-~ri.an:~I~or, ~~~~verto~ A venue, 
Tarr;mt, AI; ~~~~1:b'fblS 1~ ~~-,r~~~~-~ ~~ 1 Jl<f1Coke ~r Pollu~on. Black 
soot from the.pi~tep~e~ .~n P.IY,~~p~u~trn~pt; g~ts on ~y cloth~, get on 
winddw silis~: .t fi1v~~1~attiipg;tf~obliiiis and Ho appe ite [sicj: I'm CODM 

'\- ." & .,. ·~ • 1 J 

cerned '[sic] becaus~ I-haye t~n~·er [si~] and COPE. I am on ·oxygen 24 
hours per day(7 ~d~fs per ~ee~ [~Jc] ~o.w. . ,; .~; , ·· , ': · ·' 0:/ 

'"-.. •I ·~, :;~ o o • :· • . ·~.!rl•.,.•' • J . ' ' . t \ • $' 

Due to the con,cerhs ·over' air pollution a~d soot at Presb~¢iian Manor the 
Department has conducted ati mdoo'r.·air assessment· and~\Vill continue to 
WOrk with the to~~~tY-!O analyz~ the' ~6inffi~pts re~~ived during the pub-

"·' t • . ••• , • y 
lie comment period .. ·o~· M~Y) ~·,~·~<?l4,' th~:pepa~ent conducted an indoor 
air inspection. The ~ln~pectio~ fli'd .not .refl~ct' th~~donditions outlined in the 
complaints. The Dep~~nt ~o~¢d very.cle~~· conditions as well as no evi­
dence of soot deposition iilsi~e the! ap~n1s or in the air handling systems 
for the building (on the roof):'·Tq_e [)~paitment will inspect again if more 
complaints are received. The Department would ask that if you observe ex­
cess emissjons, unpleasant odors or soot deposits to call 930-1239 to file a 
timely complaint. 

Jefferson County Depru1ment of Health has the miss jon of improving air 
quality to protect public health across Jefferson County. The JCDH accom­
plishes this goal by 1) working with federal and state. programs to conduct 

. ambient .air monitoring (T.arrailt Elementary School) 2) conducting_ inspec-
tions unannounced day and night to ensure compliance of all federal, state, 
and local regulations. 

15 
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19.1 am Curtis Null?? I have been [sic] on Doctor White's medicine for 
sugar and heart medicine. Since I have been [sic] living at Presbyterian 
Manor and other illnesses [sic] for years, I believe [sic] I have developed 
a bad cough from ABC Coke because I have black particles in the water 
I drink and through the yepts in my ap~rpoent (#206) and in the window 
black dust and vents a~d outside on the grounds. It's getting bad. 

~ . 
' . l .. . . ''• 

Due t~.Jlie concerns '9ver. ai{ ppilut~on and soot at Presbyterian Manor the 
~ t •• • .. : •• • • • . _.,.. ~-

Department has cpp.qu~~~-~ ind~or -~ assessment and will continue to 
wort with ~e ~~r.~~~~iY \t~-~~i~ .¥e Cb}~Ff~ts rece!!ed during the pub­
lic c~mme?t p~~?-~~10n May ~~-;~Bl?~ th~ ~-~P*-!IP~I!t ~pnducted;·an indoor 
air i":spection. \lt~4wpe_ction~ ~it~.?t _ret}ecJ'th~-conditi(ms outli9ed in the 
complaints. 'rh~~P.~P~SQlqot~Q..-v¢cy clean conditiori'S JJ.s welf as no evi­
dence.(?f soot ~e{x~siHoP. in~i.4~ ,the a~artments or in the air han~ling systems 
for the b_uilding: ( ori the roof). The Department will inspect agMn if more . ~ 

complaitits are· received. The Departmen,t would ask that if you observe ex-
cess emissions, unpleasant odors or soot deposits to call 930-1239 to file a 
timely compl~int. · : · , -·1 , 

- ' . ,. 
Jefferson County Departinent of Health hii$ th~ mission of improving air 
quality to protect public_pealth qctoss J~ffers~n C~mnty. The JCDH accom­
plishes this goal by h work{ng With f~deral ~Q.. state programs to con-duct 
ambient air monitoring {'i'¥fant EiementaiY, School) 2) conducting inspec­
tions unannounced day and i:iigAt to en~ure compliance of all federal, state, 
and local regulations. · · · · · 

20.Gracie Bogan. I have been living here 9 years and the pollution has got­
ten worse [sic]. I am a diabetic with health problems and the ABC Coke 
plant makes my condition terrible. Over the past year I was told I have 
to take treatments from a breathing machine. Going outside is no longer 
pleasurable because of coughing and inhalilig the fumes from across the 
street. There is a lot of black dust in my bouse all the time. I am right 
off of (Highway) 79. 

16 
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Due to the concerns over air pollution and soot at Presbyterian Manor the 
Department has conducted an indoor air assessment and will continue to 
work with the community to analyze the comments received during the pub~ 
lie comment period. On May 16,2014, the Department conducted an indoor 
air inspection. The inspection did not reflect the conditions outlined in the 
complaints. The D~pJlftment'iiofetfvery ·clean.q,Q!.lditions as well as no evi­
dence of soot gepositi9n inside the apartments or in' the .... air handling systems 
for the buildiDg (on th~ ,roof). The Department will inspect again if more (f • r~ • 1 • ..,. ~ "' ~ · 1~ complajrits are receixed:.;J J\e.pepartment would ask that if yo~. observe ex-
ces§. efiussi~~.;: ¥P~J#-~fg_49r~£·9t1S(,};ot· deposits to call 930-1239. to file a 
timely complaihti':·•j.::tt~~· ~·tt:~it~:d;~J~ · 11{'.<.~ ._ \:~ -~~ 1 :\ . .• .... h .... -~~:'y'' • ~::..- ...... ~~~ ·.• -. "4 ·\p t ~ • )... • '·"' .... ~~ ·.~:·. ·::··;:~~~~!5~~·" .. . .. ~~ '?." '~... . ."t .. ·• :~ ~ f -~-- -i t.r:~.ta--:~~- ··,·t~ _:' ,.. · .: .• ~~~)~ .~ ~:•· • •I ~J~ ~~ =:~f ·{ 
Jeff~rs_on C~pnty'p~pFffient of;~5~th ~~s. t9e ;~ssion ~f improving air 
quality to p~o,t~~F·PHJ;.~~q ~e~ltlt·. ~Cj;_o~s _ J effe~,$on :younty .rJhe JCQH accom­
plishes this gp~tSf~f),-~9f~g:~wJfh fede~l and'state pro"'grams ~o conduct 
ambient air nioj!itonng.(Tairant_E~~mentary School) 2) conducJing inspec­
tions ufi~ounced·day ~nd ilight ~o 'ensure con:tpl~an~e of all federal, state, 
andlocalregtilatioiis . . ··,1,-; , ·, ·,.- .: ,-.-·" ,.· ·~ ~/ 

.. '". I ~ t ... ' i • ·. • .... ~ ~ .. .. , ·.,··. -.,• 
\... '' j •• .:·.io,;.l. · , •. ""··~~ - "".'·~· ' • '\.. ~ o.., ' , 1. - • 41 • ~- ,., 

• • 
&:\- ' 'I I . I :. k .~,... .'! 1 I 'II~' ~ ,. • \ .J.t .. 
\ I -ll', 0 

• :1- · h 

21.Mildred Marb,yD-r~?~·?.~6_,.o.~er~-o,Q. Avt:ritie;:A~~~ ~~, B'ham, AL 35217. 
My health concer~· iS ·aiJe~W.esj~:Od big~ blood' p_re8siire. When I lived 

...... • - . • .. t. :. : • I ~ I ' . " • 1 . ot 

here I bad allergy~attac~·9t.~n~·eZing, coug~g~:lieadaches, wheezing 
.. ,. I ·-..·, • • • .. • ' 

and shortness of breath [sic]. I contin·ue to have breathing difficulties .... : .·· . •• ,·( . . .· ·, r·,A.t."' 
and shortness of breath. an9 give o~t easUy~ I lived here for five years. 
However, I continued [sic] ·io'wm;k here~ for the past year. When I lived 

h;f~ ·lit,. •. 
here there was a continuous amodilt of black dust in my apartment. It 
was on the window sills, blinds, furniture, and floors. I was on the side 
of the Coke Plant and could actually see the pollution in the air. It 
would seem-like it was t~itk in the air_at times. We need help._ We sen­
iors need just a little help from someone to care about us! . 

J ., • I 

Due to the concerns_ over air pollution and soot at Presbyterian Manor the 
Department has conducted -an indoor air assessment ~nd will continue to 
work with the community to analyze the comments received during the pub­
lic comment period. On May 16,2014, the Department conducted an indoor 
air inspection. The inspection did not reflect the conditions outlined in the 
complaints. The Department noted very clean conditions as well as no evi-
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dence of soot deposition inside the apartments or in the air handling systems 
for the building (on the roof). The Department will inspect again if more 
complaints are received. The Department would ask that if you observe ex­
cess emissions, unpleasant odors or soot deposits to call 930-1239 to file a 
timely complaint. 

,. • ..... ~ •. I • t .-..· .1 - ., 

Jefferson County Department of Health has the rriission of improving air 
quality to protect public health across Jefferson County. The JCDH accom­
plishes tb1s goal by.l) w<:>dcing with federal and state programs to con-duct 
ambient air .monito~.llig ft:arrarif~l.ementary School) 2) conducting inspec-

... I 0 ~ .,: . .. 't • ·~ 't, I 1 ' ~ 

tiotis unannounte4'da,.y. and nig~ti~Pc:;n~u.r~.pompliance Qf all fedeqtl, state, 
dr I al . I } . , .. ~~ •· . . ;-..; .• ~ . ' l · ·:.'>- r,-( ; ~ • an oc regu attons.: · . : -=.:;~~ . • · ~· :..,. \!! 

~ .. ~~ - ;:r ~ • •. "'~{l ... -r; •·: ._,... • S. .. ~ ~~~ •rj ~ 

"· '} 

I. .. 
\ 
\ 

I 

.. 

.... ~. ~- .... ,. . . .... , ~ ~ .. l.... .'l... ~n- ~ ·-· .. -:.~ ·' ••. , :.~-,., .(iii~ . ·· · . ~~ ,;. t· · r ·" J.·· <.~. .. . .. .. ~-.. :·~ , ... ,. l .;·. -.._; ~~ ~ 
~~ '. -~~':r ~ • ~ .. -... I ,·.,"'~1··~· ._ l' • • I ..... -=:- t~"" ~~ { 
:~ i}-.!:"'it.. I' I f)~~ ..... ~~ "·~ "';/- ' ~~ ~ • 
~ :.·_ • ...,., ... ~- :.._. , • .. ..;_.:~ c~ .. -=·,..'r ~ ~ '. . ,.-. .._ ~ .( 

'._ .. /.· .... ·;. -:-y:-··~:·:· ... >. . ( 
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·~ 
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-~ 

'J 

... ._ .. ;'.·I 

" . . ' . ' ~ .. ... • ·! 

·, 

·.- ~ . .... 

. . .. ~' 
: .. . r , t:..· 

I I I ... ~ 

Additional "Ciuesthlfis· a;ndlor· commentS are 'included in 
the Appentfu{, ·.rhey' ~re ·iqclud~d· hi'.the; Appendix be-

~ . .r, , ~ - 1 ., . , cause they are l9~·· long, , vo,luniiPQ~~; ~:rid/or lengthy to 
be inch.tded ili the above· section . 

• ~~L ·~ · . , . • • . • 1 • c ~ ~~·~·· 
• I' .... :• 

J I If ~ ~I/'"" ' 
~ I I~ I ... , 

. ·;.y~ 
.... ! .. • _ • .;_p 

~;..,._, .. 

·' 
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Appendix 

1. See Appendix- Attachment A-1 

_ ~ , -:--;. " A <iT .~.,, 

In response to request to modif}r-comments subniitte~' the Department does not al­
low the modificatiQn of co~en.~ previously submitted in the J;IJ.Odifications are 
submitted outside of the comment period. ~ ~ -. 

... f"' 1 ° $. .- • " ~.. 0 -:\ ~ 

:1 ·,·_ ~ .;.·: : . .. ~~ -.. . ... 

This Dep~ent -~ppt~gi,~~~~o:;qA-~~t -~9l;\C¥f!l-~~ int~~est in/ \?r the conpnunity. 
-~ ~ _ J · I,-/~--,.; -~~· :,r: :, .llf. -~~.J:f' ( . "';~ • • :,.'.· -.7"" 
~·. -: ,Y..'t;;:~-:1r.~.-~ ., ...... ;:~L'-~I}_;o.~·, .t· ~ ~~ -1 ( 
r· ·~ : ~~., ,{!.;j'~· f . ....,.~ ..:-1, .,, • , ']; ~'f . tl; ,1; 

Regardm. g'health. · ~··· .~·· .... ;J, · .. -.. ~~.~ .. ~ ••• • >t~ ~· • ·· ~ ·~ 11 ,: 
• ) • f ... '. ~~' '1 ~:.. I • .. ,.) .. -. ~~ _:1 

1 ,•_I, '-'"' .. '"'I ;. r.v (-.._ • .. 
lL - : • -r...·, • ·~ .. - -~ :· ;· 

While ABC, Coke does\~I.Jftf1ii.r _tQ~iC~ (soqie otwhich:are carcinogens including 
benzene, dio~nzofuran$;. ethyJ benzene naphthalene, PAHs, phenol, styrene, tolu­
ene, and xylen_e). JCDH us~s federal standards developed by EJ>A tq·reduce, con­
trol, or elimimit~ air to':(ics find. prot~ct p~hlic health . . These stand~ds are mainly 
National Emissio~ Standards for Hazardoq.s Air Pollutant$ (~,HAPS) and the 
Maximum Allowa~le Contrql Techn_qlogy (MACT). Ifladdition, the Department 
assures that the air in Jefferson Co1:1~ty meets federal clean air standards. Current­
ly, the county is designated as attamjng all such' ~tandards . For more information 

- • ) ' .;> 

on these standards visit http://www.epa. ~~)~/ttnlatw/mactfnlalph.html. 

In addition, a relatively recent ~s~~s=me~t of air ·toxi~s conducted (School Air Tax­

ies Study) by the USEPA in Tarrant Cit¥, With ~~~monitoring site located at Tar­

rant Elementary School, yielded concentrations of benzene, arsenic, lead, and ben-
.... - l 

zo(a)pyrene that were found to be below levels of concern, levels at which adverse 

health effects have been observed. Levels of lead, a pollutant for which there are 

national stqndards for ambient (outdoor) air, are below the level of the national 

standard for protection of public health. _Levels of p~llutants associated with coke 

plant emissions, including benzene, arsenic, and benzo(a)pyrene and associated 

longer-tem1 concentration estimates were not as high as suggested by the infor­

mation avait'able prior to monitoring. Although they were below the levels t>f sig­

nificant concern that had been suggested by the modeling information, these results 

indicate the influence of these pollutants of concern emitted from nearby sources. 

As a result, the air toxics monitoring study was not extended at this school or in 
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this area. This information can be found at 
http://www.epa.gov/scboolair/schools.html. 

The Department currently uses the acceptable risk range of lxl0-4 to lxl0-6 guid­
ance provided by EPA for individual and cumulative concentrations; however, it is 
the Depmtment's goal to cop.,Pnue·- to·'irtiprove'allair tq?C}cs levels to the lower end 
of the risk range. The pepartment achieves this goal by condl,lcting air toxics stud­
ies in conjunctioQ .. with)3P A~?, ~Ol:l~h. NESHAP and MACT·st~dards enforce-
ment. · ;-\ ' · .~ . . -· · ; , · :-.~ . ~-.. · ... ~ .. ;.;/~· ·:~~?:~~(:l.'~Y~.~~:;·:-' ;,~.:":·;. . . '·.,\ .d • I ., ,._. \,~.:a~ *·=· •, ~~ .... -.., l ::o,l<. "I 'llo • 

Again, w}i_il~ ~er~ ~~;~?~~~p~;:t5e;$;2fti~{~,~s~~9p~ .... of $dors a~:?· particul1te. matter 
from the facthty, -~,e f~~P,1J'~.( lS.:curr~ml~n'"'99~PhfWCyj, based sn the lat~st mspec­
tion compl~ted at file fficjlity .. The D~partnient has ~fopsistentlf.. encouraged the 
co~unitY.lesidenis':~;tJt~ .. ~x:pt ?f:o:!'~r~Jng-eX:~~~s ~hussio~, soot, ~r odo.rs 
crossmg proErty ~u~~R~{l·~~~ ~o~f!?!~~y.nbtlfy the Department py callmg 930-1239 to file a tnuely!.complamt.:. . ·=- .· .... •' ; : -4 ..-... ; .... _ ''.~. ~ J.~l • ~~ • .:.. )' 

~t . ~ I •ii ti • . • I 

Comments reg~ping [draft pe~j,llit coftditions', ·spec~~ally Pe~t Cpnditions 14 
and 45 are have ~n appro:ved by the state environmental agency;\ ADEM and are 
deemed to be appropriate; as Written, an,d federally-enforceable.i However, the De­
partment has modifiefl. Permit C~riditio~No. 14 i~ address yc;>yr concerns by add­
ing specific measures· to c~mtrol fugitive,emi~sion5~ · .. · ... _. · . : ~~ 

•o~ ' . I ' I I• ·, 'f ,.; •t• ' •. ,..,. ...... ,.. , , ·-r ,. ' ., . "l I·· ;; '\· .. :_,: ,·~ ,,,>;_:·.·.\:.-.- ,, ....... ;.··~~ _..,.;;<!.t 
'- 1"i ~~ 1 

•• 1 ~ J.,,:'( •. ,,{_,I I' 1) ~·i 
ft , .... -4 . I ~ ~ " t •• I '•...:;-• 2. See Appendix -Attach~ent· A~~ ... '·: . ! : ·. ·. ·~;.: ·• 

'. :~ - • • ' .. _,.., .. 4 

•t:'.:_ I ' ' • • ~ •• 

-~;.~~ ·;~ l -~~>~--;'.;t 
l ........ ..:· 

Response to Comment 1 

With respect to the discrepancy in CO emissions, the actual emissions used in the 
permit renewal are ava~lable upon request in the permit application. The 15723.74 
tons of CO referenced was a calculation estimate that was based on old factors and 
was not corrected in the database. The actual number of763.004 tons per year as 
referenced in the public noticed engineering evaluation is correct ~nd is based on 
EPA published AP-42 emission factors. There is not an actual difference as the 
permit was based on the correct emissions as determined by the Department. 
Please note that the 2013 emissions will load up with updated factors after they are 
submitted to EPA in December 2014. Finally, the engineering evaluation's refer­
ence to "see the attached" is in referring to the application materials which are 
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submitted to EPA and ADEM. A redacted copy of this document is available for 
viewing. 

Response to Comment 2 

All emission units listed are .41-accordance with· their-respective requirements for 
controls and monito~}ng. . .. . . ~ , ' · ' .. 

~-~~' t .- • \ l .. .• ~~1' 

Response to Coinment J ;,: ;_:';.; :'; .>)_;,' :~. ·~.: . ·-. '\~ 
~:· ..... ;. __ ?"\>·~!~~::·:·-: · ·. ~·- '";~\ :<'" . -·. - _, •. _ .. .1tt .,.. ~.,.,4 . ~.... .. ' 

The Department U~f?S, Ef~-~pp~<;>v~aJ~g~p!s"apd.~.etho..~ds alongt-with proc;J.uction 
data, the rbost rec~ijtsfic~f¢st. data~ Q~,~~rvadQns :~an.d~:yarious ] eports to ·calculate 

... • ... ;..~ •• ':·'-=_1)"W' .... ~~. ,A ·r:~ r,-.: -· 
the facilicy[s curren.t et.Pi~~tons. .• :·: l;;;} · .' 1

• :.- 1- ··· · ~~ ; .. . _-: .. ~j'f--_~ - •.' .. ~li_._,~~--~ or ,• .'~ ~~ \J "-
. ·'"}{ ,·"J' !'j I ' ' .-;t' -~ '."\ ., \ • ~,. ~. 1 

Opacity is~ indid\totC9i~~pe} .. (?r ii:i1P.~per,ope~atiori~of control equi~ment and is 
used in part to estin~~t( effilssiprl~;~~fC~ include Hazardous Air Pollu.thnts (HAPs) 
This is done u~~g the National Erriissioqs Standards for H~ardous _{\ir Pollutants 
(NESHAPs) fot.~ok~ Ov~ns~ ~shiiig. Quenching, ~d }3attery_S~ck-Background 
Information for Propo~ed Stan~ards (EPA-453/R.-OJ,-006) .. . !?is procedure assigns 
a hood capture effl~iency based pn maximum opacity obs~rved,during an individu­
al push. The Depa~ent ~eads pus~es inonthly and uses this Jilformation to assign 
and average capture efficiencies of each battery. 11).e average is used in conjunc­
tion with AP-42 Chapt~f ·.12 ·fact~rs~to estimate effiissions (both HAPs and criteria 
air pollutants). Further, it Is us~~- to eval~at~, the efficif;nc'y of the emergency 
bleeder tlares which help detenpjne the amount.of.aAPs emitted. 

-: ~ .. 
t ·.,. 

The Continuous Opacity Monitors (COIYfs)'ar~·-designed to measure the opacity 
from the underfire stacks as required by 46 CFR 63 Subpart CCCCC. 

Response to Comment 4 

The Jefferson County Department of Health thanks you for yom' comments and 
will take the commenter' s suggestions on continuing to make permits more reada­
ble. 

It is the Department's goal to make Title V Permits as readable as possible; how­
ever, consideration must be given to the fact that permits are mainly written to con­
tain technical language that are meant to enforce the regulations that are applicable 
to the facility and show the complexity of the facility's processes. 
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The pollutant emission limitations are typically located on the first page of each 
emission unit with the regulatory requirement listed to provide a quick overview 
for the public. 

The Department also provided fact sheets along with a presentation at the public 
information session located ... ~t Tarrttnt Eielilentary-Sc.ti~!>l on March 19, 2014 to 
explain issues sped~~· to th~ ABC Coke Title V Renewal~ ... IS •• ,.:.. 

,.,-.a-.... • ~ I ... '!.r. 
.. r .,., . . .- -.. , .• ' ~ . ' t. : . -t."• -~ • .,,lt.r .... 

The Department also coj:Iductoo' ~ :'1'r9Qfis in the Permit" training thl\t can be ac-
cessed on_ thb Jeffer&~~ ._Qo~llo/JP~P.&tiii~p.t· ~~Health that shows the r~quirements 
of the. Titl.~ V Per~ii~~~:~9~~~~:fil~~~~}":~~~ag~ This ~t{P~ram w~ devel­
?P~d m copa~ra~•·?~.~~:!:Ue ·EPA an~!~;~~~e.~t~~~th~EPA v~ston of tpe ''Proof 
Js m the Pemuf' located' af.;. t, · ,Al¥:-1 :'~·::.V~tt.,. ;r -~~~ · ·· ·· ... · ~ ~ 
http://wwJ~epa.g~·~/6~~p1~;01/permitSit'afiic/o'rb·of.htrifr ;~:. i 

\ . H. '{~;!• '),!~.;- ~~ , ( :,: .M :·~j I ';'·- ...., ... · - --~~ ~ ~ t . ':f;. .. :=~--.~ (l._,_ .• io\0~-~- "~ .. pk..~.\ij.,i.-~.,.11- '.!.·~~. ~•iio-_ tt 't' I : ~· ·. ~ ~ ..;f·•. ·! :!: . .;., 1 •· ..1 ,~.r:_ "'_.;.~ ·~-. _ _:,• -., 

If any residents have·ap.y oi!ijcqlty under~timd'ing any aspect of a specific permit, 
the Departmen~ ~ilfprovide ~sist~G~ ·hsneeded .. . , .. . . . / 

·\,.·.~ .... ~:;·· .\ ... • :·, •• 

0 

-~.;! .. :·:-i~:r·: .. :" ..... ·~ --... ,.~.'! .. ~~-~ 
~. -. : "" •.. ' Response to Comment 6 · ·· ·· "··· : ~ ~' . .~ .\ : . ·,.. . : · / . . ~ . . .. ..:: . . .. . , -, \ 

~. - -,, i • ~ 

When a condition arid regulation_ are .iticluded and:~ccepted by· the source it is con-
sidered as part of the pe~~ an4·t:AeFeJ:>y practjc~y' enforce.able. However, in or-

,.~ • ·~· ·-- 0 • r· .. . ., "" . , - . ,, 
der to address your concerns the Dep~~nt hns· modifief9 condition 14 to include 
the specific measures that A!JC G_o~e m~~t Use to 'ensqre;the enforceability of the 
condition. The Department ilianks you for your comment. 

'"•·(~;. ··: .. :.--~·~:>>:h:~:·:.f!>'-~" · 
Response to Conclusions · .,·(.;·~·:/ ~!' 

( 1) The commenter' s interpretation of the Jefferson County Board of Health Air 
Pollution C.ontrol Rules and Regulations (the ':Regulations") is incorrect. The 
Health Department enforces and applies all applicable federal, state, and local reg­
ulations, including, as to ABC Coke, the EPA's National Emissions 'standards for 
Hazardous Air Pollutants ("NESHAPs") and the Maximum Achievable Control 
Technqlogy regulations (''MACT"). ABC Coke's compliance with these regula- . 
tions, and the Health Department's regulatory efforts to maintaia ABC Coke's 
compliance, best ensure that ABC Coke does not emit prohibited air pollution. 

(2) See response to item (1) above. 

(3) See response to item ( 1) above. 
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( 4) See response to item (1) above. 

(5) The Health Department has not been provided evidence that would show 
that the renewal of ABC Coke's permit would unlawfully impact or violate the civ­
il rights of minorities. As detailed through"but this doc\]ment, the Health Depart­
ment's efforts to infopn ahd inyolve the public throughout tb~ .permit renewal pro­
cess have exceeqed'the req~irem~pts of applicable law. For example, the Health 
Department q,hose to. ~lo~ s.i#l~~~y'_more time for the public to sybmit com­
ments tba~ was requiteQ.: .. r.p.e H.~~f4.\)eP.ar,t!Ji~nt chose to hold a public jnfor­
mation meeting in. Tart@nt ~on, -~reh:3'1 ; .. ~0:1"4~ during which tiQle the Heatth De­
partment received ·q~~-~(iqbS. from th~~R4biic;. aq~ s4ortty thereafter provided written 
responses.ln ~dd~~on;; ili~)Iealth Dep.~~h~ -h~l~ .. ~ p~blic -he~png (for$ over three 
hours) on J\pnl14,;:29t4, ~~ allowe.4 r;v.ery tndrY,Idu~J~who ~~hed to speak to do 

~ ' , . ., ~ ;..~- """ ~ .,_ -r. \j ~· : so. p ~ ,~ . , \ -:"':'-:- .. ~. - "".. ! ~-·- ':.. c=. ~-'t j .. 
.:. ~: • "':";. I : .. ... t t'f.., / o ~~ i · ... - '\ • f I 

-.;.. - ~ool ~ ~ t ,~ .. 

(6) The provisions_. of tlie FJ~alth :OejJartment's Regulatio:qs. govetp.ing fugitive 
dust have not been declared t.ip.constitutional. Furthennore, ABC Coke has not ob-

··· . .. . jected to the enfo~qeability of tilese provisions or to the inclusion .. of such require-
ments in its permit .Irrespective, the Department has decided tq modify the permit. 

I • 

See Response to Comment No.6 above. . . .·. l • • 
~ • '~ " I • J.. -~ -.. "T 

t • .J ~ 

(7) The draft permit dqes not limit the Health Officer'~. pawer to abate unlawful 
odors under the Regulations. The draft perinit specific~Uy quotes and includes § 
6.2.3 of the Regulations, whic~ governs unlawful Q~ors. Draft Permit General 
Condition 45 provides an additional control of pdors that supplements the require­
ments of§ 6.2.3 of the Regulations. · .... ~··.: 

(8) The use of Differential Absorption Light Detection and Ranging (DIAL) 
would be bflsed on a need provided to JCDH from EPA to monitor pollutants in 
addition to aGtual monitoring that has already occurred in the Tarrant area. This 
would be in supplement to the MACT arid NESHAP standards that are written and 
assessed by EPA. The Department has no basis or ability to require such monitor­
ing. The availability of this technology is very limited and still uses methods to 
estimate emissions at the facility rather than measurfug actual ambient concentra­
tions. DIAL is, accordingly, not feasible as a long-term monitoring method as it 
must be shipped (large tmck) from the National Physics Laboratory, located in the 
United Kingdom and its availability is unknown. Technologies such as this and 
others are used to determine whether regulations are effective. As such, this re-
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quest is not a local permitting issue of/by the Department but more of an EPA poli­cy issue and should be addressed by EPA. 

3. See Appendix -Attachment A-3 
,,. .... ,#,. ~· ..,..· •.• , "-:"' '1."~~> .. ~' JJ 

The Department issues. allTicle·v permits in acco;d~ce·,wi~ the.requirements 40 CPR 70. ~~:' • "' ... .,., . 
• 4~· I .f .. ,.~~:·,,_',',-·.~~:/, I " 1;,~!.-~ .:;1- . • ·'' '... ,.( - ~ .. ~"io ~ ........... ~ 

_,,!" •. ·;;·L~ .. ·'t~··:.::.~-: .. 1?~t:~ ... ~~.:·· l~! • •. ·.~ . ._ 
R d. li'~ lth· .. ,.- . -.. :.:~:i . !-(.:;i1.~ ... t·:·':-:~~··'·l-,.,. . •• ... egar mg- ea ..... ~ _. ·, _ .. : ·'l'";~; ·.:. ::\!.:~s.;,J;- · ·:.~,: , :~.... .. . · . .,\ ,. . ~!·~·9-f···~~u-~'~ ..,.r~~... .. ~), t:'; ... ~~~··~"".k ~ ~~.- ""~·- i While AB;C Coke. d6el:-~hif~~-t6~~i~s.;~"~'d%e:pf.~Hichtire cardfuogens inbluding - • ·i '~{~ ...... ,.... ... \' r.t.·T~ ,. . ... - l. ~, :a... ' benzene, d!benzofur~!'~tJlyl benzene;~app~:~en~P6Hs,~ph~nol, styr~ne, tolu-ene, and xy}ene) . . J'fQ~;~~~ feder'!l ~~C;i~~. d~¥eloi?ed by ~rA to r~~duce, con­trol, or elirrilnate air toxi.c$ and:prote~tP.ubli:¢ .healfh . . These standards .are mainly National Eml.ssion·s· s~!h4itr~~:J~~,~at:~dQrtS Air Pollutants (NESHA?S) and the Maximum Al19wable.:'Co.rifrol T~d:i~blogy· (MACT). lnaddition, the ,Department assures that the~.~Lr in)ef(er$oo.Copnty meets· fed~ra, ,cle'ana~. stal1;~kds. Current­ly, the county is designateq as attaining all s.uch standards . . for mQre information '1, • • • • . on these standards visit htLp://www.epa.rrov/ttn/atW/macffnlalph~htmi. .. 'a; - -. :.. .• • ' : I - • . ~ • . .- I;_! 

In addition, a relatively recent as~essment~·of air tqxics'·cop.d~~ted (School Air Tox-·- f ... • • •.. ~~ ... - ~ • \ -i ~ ics Study) by the USEPJ\'i,n Tar.f~t Citi, with ~'e mohitorlhg site located at Tar-. .. . ,.. . . . . ) . 
rant Elementary School, yte),d~d ~qncen~&i,ti<ms pf· b't:n~ene, arsenic, lead, and ben-
zo(a)pyrene that were found to'_pe belowJ¢.vels .of collcem, levels at which adverse 
health effects have been observed. ~Le\teis of.lci~d~·a poHutant for which there are ,_li, ., 'tf t . •• f 

national standards for ambient (outdoor>~4.ir\ fu-e below the level of the national 
standard for protection of public health. Levels of pollutants associated with coke 
plant emissions, including benzene, arsenic, and benzo(a)pyrene and associated 
longer-tern':\ concen~ration estimates were not as high as suggested by the infor­
mation avajlable prior to monitoring. Alt;hough they ~ere below the levels of sig­
nificant concern that had been suggested by the modeling infonnation, these results ·: ... . indicat~ the .influence of these pollutants of concern emitted fron, nearby sources. 
As a result, the afr toxics monitoring study was not extended at this school or in 
this area. This information can be found at 
http://www.epa.gov/schoolair/schools.html. 
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The Department conducts ambient air quality monitoring at Tarrant Elementary 
School. This monitor is part of a large monitoring network throughout Jefferson 
County to determine compliance with federal healthy air standards. The county is 
currently designated as in attaining all federal standards for healthy air. 

As EPA funding allows and EPA martdates:~ .......... ..- ..• 
~ -. . 

.l' . 

The Department conducts air taxies mo.nitoring studies in conjunc,!ion with EPA. 
Based on mon.itc;red conc~Q.tr~tiop.s, the' EPA then typically conducts~ risk as­
sessment to'determine ifein1ssions beed.to be reduced. The risk assessment is then \. . .. :.~ ... ~-.... :-:-:: ~~ .. ·~,.·· : . ,.. 
used to de~ennin~ if ll~~!~!~~Jat~<ts~q~e,t~er~~:mte~ by th1~gency f?r Toxic Substance and Dise~~~~5.$•stry (ATSQ!}'.whtclt ~~nc!,ycts puo~c health assess-
ments usin~ the mo~tP~~~.~:~~ncentra~i?fi~~,·~ ~- . .. . ~·. ~ · · - --~ ~? 

.. • ~~ .... a... _t..· ""'! .. ~ _ ~ t..., r..; ~ 

The JCDH relies o'n: th~EPA ~and th~·ATSDR to condott healtWpollution related 
correlation s~dies.T!}~se iyp~ sfudies requlie resources that are not readily availa­
ble at a local level. To the view the process for a risk assessment ple~e visit: 
http://epa.gov/riskassessmentlbasicinformation.htm#arisk; -

~ . . 
~ 

.F 
Visit http://www.at~dr.cdc.gov/ttaining/public-health-assessment~verview/html/ 
for a defmition of public health assessments or . ~ . 
http://www .atsdr.cdc.gov!HAC/PHA/HCPHA.asp?State=AL-for public health as­
sessments and consultations conductec1 in the State of Alapama. 

i . t -.• .:,_,·· 

Response to Note : ..... 
• ...., j '" lo ~I of ...... . ' ' ... 

' ,. 

The Department offers the web version,of!he permit as a public service to the resi­
dents of Jefferson County for easy access. A hard copy of the permit can be viewed 
anytime during the permitting cycle at the Jefferson County Department of Health 
office located at 1400 Sixth Avenue South Birmingham, AL 35233 or can be 
emailed upon request if a technical difficulty occurs on the website. This permit 
was made available from Febmary 9, 2014- Aprill7, 2014 on the website. The 
Depwtment apologizes for a computer glitch on Apri118, 2014 that took the permit 
down from 12 am until 2 pm due to the changes made during ~xtensions of the 
comment period. The Department personnel worked diligently to get the permit 
back up as soon as they were made aware of this problem and are currently taking 
steps to make sure this error does not occur in any future permitting cycles. 

! 4. See Appendix- Attachment A-4 
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This Department appreciates your concern for the community. 

The Department conducts ambient air monitoring in and around the facility includ­ing a monitoring site located at Tarrant Elementary School to monitor criteria (pol­lutants). 
. ·• ,.:">':. .. ~ .'!l-" ."l .. :."·':'· ):"1!:111 ., ··'"'1.7,. ""' ..... 0 

ol • ~ 
• ... 4- • & (-1.! • .. •·'"' 

·, 1L o Regarding health: ... -~·· .. ,·'.· ,, . '·--~-:1( ... • 1 :•: -:, ; '· 
r • 

While ABC C6k~ does emlttii!tok'i~s ·,(~~hie of which are carcino;~ns including ""'" '·• ·. ~.·,:,. ~~·· I.,- ~ ... ·:j:!•' H' ,: I _. ~1 benzene, pbenzo~~~;:~~t}~~i[~~~t~~~~!!?-~~ene, ~~s, p~enol, styrel}e, tolu-ene, and ~~l~ne). -~GpJ,(~~~~: ~ed~t~J;;s~d.~~·d~~~~~~ed by FjA to re~pce, .con­trol,. or ellini?at~ ~r tq~~~~d prote~~._g}l.~~~~:.h~:al~ ~:s~ st~dards ar~ mamly Natl?nal fftnisstons· ~t~?,~ds for Ha.~al~o~-Alf ~eih~!ants ~~SHAP~) and the 
Maxtmum 4llow~~le··~R~~~~-;!~9~.~~?~l~,_~~T). W add1~?P, the ~epartment assures that the arr m JeffersmH;iopnty meetS:federal cfean arr standards. Current-~ • :'-1, I' r ..,.S• ,.-!.1• y~.~ ... - ~ ly, the county is des1gn:ilted as~f.ltt~utling .aJlsuc~ standards. For more ~nformation . • ~ • 1 ' • • . on these standards visit http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/mactfnlalph.html. lu ~ . ~ • ; ( • . ""' ... . 1 ,.. ' "t - • 

In addition, a relatively tec'ent assesstlient of afr· t~,xics corlducted.(School Air Tox-, • ' I 
r , • IJ ics Study) by the USEPA.'in,Tariant City, with the monitoring site located at Tar-

rant Elementary Sch~ol,jrield~d cd~c~ntq1tions\)i ~e~zen~; a~s~nic, lead, and ben-'"' • 1 • \I ' •. ·• I f• zo(a)pyrene that were ·ro,~~~ t?. ~~}?~i~~ leve)s~Qf,.~9~c~rlevels at ':hich adverse health effects have been observed. ·L~vels oJ lead, a poUutant for whtch there are 
national standards for ambi~ht ~(ontdoor) ·aif;' ~e belo:w ·llie level of the national "":.• .... _ (. t· • ~: . -·_ .... 't· . .. .. '~-· standard for protection of public'h.ttaltl{Level~, of pollutants associated with coke 
plant emissions, including benzene, ars.~lilc, arid benzo(a)pyrene and associated 
longer-term concentration estimates were''not as high as suggested by the infor­
mation available prior to monitoring. Although they were below the levels of sig· 
nificant concern that had ~een suggested by the modeling infOLmatio.n, these results 
indicate the;: influence of these·pollutants of concern emitted from nearby sources. 
As a result: the air taxies monitoring study was not extended at this school or in 
this area. This information can be found at 
http:l/www.epa.gov/schoolair/schools.html. 

Regarding the acceptable risk range for air taxies: 

The Department currently uses the acceptable risk range of lxl0-4 to lxl0-6 guid­ance provided by EPA for individual and cumulative concentrations; however, it is 
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the Department's goal to continue to improve all air toxics levels to the lower end 
of the risk range. The Department achieves this goal by conducting air taxies stud- I ies in conjunction with EPA and through NESHAP and MACT standards enforce­
ment. 

The Department conducts a!.r, toxics· monitoring studies. in conjunction with EPA. Based on monitored c;oncentrations, the EPA then typically qonducts a risk as· 
sessment to determiile if emissions need to be reduced. The risk assessment is then .-.: . . . i . ·~~ . . . . used to determine if he~lth r~Jaled ~tt}.d~~ are warranted by the Agency for Toxic ~T"' 'j"...,-'T I • • ' • • 

• Substance and Dise~e- ~egisJii~'(~T~DR) which conducts public health assess-~ ·• S. ~... · •· 'C-.~.,. r:';-v .. a. J ;.: I. -· . 
•"1: ments usiilg the monitored c'bncentral•gtis:;:·~ !· • .,~-.: »f... ·~!tl r. " • - ;,. ... 01'<" •• . • - ~ .~.,6'-1' ,,, ··~$. . \.. ·~:. • ~· . -- -·IP l"oel • •.-- · _,..._ . ..,' ,.,. · ~ ~·· JC? "' 

The JcoJ relies' ~~ -~~~~and the·Xxs·?R ~~ c~tci~t heal~polluti~t related correlation;§tUdie$ .'Th~f.t~e s~udi.~~ rs~~e r~s9lirc~ that a~ not re'\dily availa­ble at a local level.. To -~~.view tlie Pt9cess-fpr·a'risk assessment pleas~ visit: 
http://epa.gov/riskasse8s~nentlba.sidnformation.htm#arisk. · -• • , I 

Visit http://www ~at~dr .cdc .gov /trainitig/pu blic-health-assess nient -o~erview/h tmll for a defmition o(public health ~ssessments or - ·- _ , . · 
http://www .atsdr.cdc.gov/HAC/P1:1AfHCPHA.asp?State=AL for ··public health as­
sessments and consultations conducted in the State of Alabama: '"-. :. , I... I . 

( 
~ . .. The JCDH has not currently received any federa.I reques~. to conduct and/or assist in any additional health/poll!ltioli sW.Clles: 'jn t,he· Tartan~~Area. The Department is 

only mandated to conduct mo-nj~ofllig .for.~t?teria ah··pollutants. In addition, the Department does not have the capa.city~t<rcortduct""specialized, comprehensive 
health assessments. The Department works cJbsely with organizations such as 
A TSDR to complete these types of assess;ments. 

The Department encourages you to contact us as. soon as possible at 930-1239 to file a timely complaint when you do see excess emissions or observe unpleasant 
odors. 

The Department promptly responds to all complaints received and provides follow­
up to the complainant at their request. Due to the time sensitive and nature of air 
complaint<;, the Department would request any residents to file a complaint with 
the Department immediately upon seeing any visible emissions, orders, or other air 
pollution violations. 
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The Department has strived to obtain meaningful input during the public notifica­
tion of the draft Title V renewal permit for ABC Coke. The Environmental Protec­
tion Agency currently requires the Department to: 

"Publish a notice to inform public of (1) the public comment period (usually 30 
days) for the draft permit, and,{.2) establish ardeadl~.t for requesting a public hear­
ing on the draft permi~.Y,.The'notice can be published in' a newspaper of general cir­
culation in the are~-where .tqe s9urce.is located or in a State publj~ation, like a 
State register._Tlie permi~g·a~t:hofjtiP"t~st mail notices of draffpermits to per-
sons who qave request~d f~ .. !,1~·.qn .~·~w.~\titi~-.)f.s~." . ··~-,t., 
(see:htt :/Jwww.e: d.anv/t~~_.on9/iifrF~eriilit/tlt1eY- ublic- art.html ·n 1 ·r,..·-~ §ft· . .-.·w.~-~ ·' . .J :,~\>:~t&.t:~·~: .. i : ·.'•til, ~~· ~~ ~ t. ··. j·;.:~ ~.~A ~~~Y· ~ : ·~ ·~·.~·t~'fr:-~:r··~j~ ·~- ~ .. ~ &' ~ ~ 
!he Depaqment ~aS ~~~.~~~~d the m~~~~-fequir~!ll~fts of..~Jolving ~e public m the process of IS,$\!mg:.ili~._fenewal ~l;llllt._for ABC <;pke to ~sure that any po-
tential affe~1ed ciHzeh~~h.~y'a:~~a~i·2~1f~~y:!~d~colliment. The Dep,Rrtment 
made the dec!sion to ~~~~ ~a,rjq9s.J~-qU,~~ts .l?Y the public in order to ~¢ responsive to permitting ·concerns·., · · •. · · -·~ '- ·~ · .'··· ; 

""4 , •• .. --t... . .1~ t 
L• • ~: 

lo ; • ' 4 I ' •. • ~ f .... 'I ~~·, 
The following de!llonstrates how. the Department has met enviroqmental justice ' ' . ' ~ guidance concemiiJg permittfug. = _ ~ • .• . • .. -. . ~ i 

···,_1< (" ',~ ''· .·.1 ':.:' '·-~:.".~',, ":. > ~·· I,· • \ ... 

The Department took t:p.e (ollqwing '.steps· to .ensure 'greater ppblic involvement: .._, ,.. ':,Y~ I • t • ~ ._ \ ' ' I \ 1) Published draft 'p~rn;rit and publiG notic~~·op .febru~ 9, 2014 both in the - , ... • ·~ ' , • ~ • ... t ~ Birmingham News ima tlie J9Dll w.~bsitei , , ~ 
2) Granted and published public;:.-he~g notice, ,dn March 9, 2014 in the Bir­

mingham News allowing (he.pilijild ~6 -days· (instead of the minimum of 30 
days) before the date of the .. ini~~ft;~~aring on Aprill4, 2014; 

3) Held training for North Birminghain C_ommunity Leaders March 19, 2014 
on coke plant operations; 

4) Held public information meeting on March 31, 2014 at Tarrant Intennedi­
ate School in order to give the public/affected residents_ a cban9e for mean­
ingful involvement;, · 

Regarqing notification of the public infonnation meeting,·rl?quired advance notice 
of pubiic was given in the Birin.ingham News, <?ll the Dep~ttment's w~bsite, on 
signage in front of Tarrant Elementary for eleven days. 

The meeting was covered by various news agency including ABC 33/40, CBS 42, 
Fox 6, AL.com, and a few other news agency throughout Birmingham. The JCDH 
conducted interviews with all these agencies and informed the public of their op-
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portunity to get involved in the process. (Not required) JCDH also passed out per­
mit fact sheets, timelines for Walter Coke and ABC permitting important dates, 
and slideshows to the public. 

The Department received comments on written cards at this public information 
meeting which were all answ~red ·by JCDHoii April9, 2014 so questions and an­
swers could be recei~ed and analyzed before the public liearip.g. The comments 
were mailed out _4urlng Q1e final ·week~f April2014. This docum~nt is included in 
the permitting record. . . , ~. .. ; , ·,.. . .. 

• ;/; ,. ~I .. :~ .. ~·-~:~.:.: ,._.-:~._~i·~.· .J~-~-.:;. ' \ 

5) G~anted and ~~~1\'a pur;ne-~e~qg regard\fg tit~ Title ~-Permit r?r ABC 
Coke on ~p_pl}4 2p14 from l!QQ-4:po at ~~D,JI' s Conference ~oom A. 

6) Held additioq~\-~qmtting pro9~ss $d coke· plant trauifug on Aprill2, 
201~ and: AP.rll~~~{~p14 ?~ th~ .l'{prth Birqp~gfPm Lib~ary and ~e Harri-
mantrark Rec,re~tlOrtFaci~ty. --"tj ;'~ • ~·~-~ ••• :. ,J • 

7) Exteh~ed the_pliblid\:ominentperiod closed on April IS, 2014 giving an 
effective co~ent period of 68 days· (as opp~sed to the reg~latory mini-
mum of..~O days). \·' . . -:- ..... - .. , 

.. '' 
I. 

5. See Appendix- Attachment A-5 -. 
' 

I ·• 

The Department would-like to thank ypu for your comment,·· 
• • .I .,. 

\ ~ 
• • • .. ;.1 

'- I 

The county is currently in desisna~edas ' attaining all federal healthy air standards. 
-· - . . ·. ...,. 

J ... _ • "I <If'" ... 

To continue to improve air quality ·~d !to prot~ct public health across Jefferson 
County, the JCDH continues to: 1) working· with federal and state programs to 
conduct ambient air monitoring (Tarrant Elementary School) and 2) conducting 
unannounced daytime and evening inspections in addition to field observations that 
are designed to ensure compliance of all federal, state, and local regulations. 

Regarding Health: 

While ABC Coke does emit air taxies (some of which are carcinogens including 
benzene, dibenzofurans, ethyl benzene naphthalene, PAHs, phenol, styrene, tolu­
ene, and xylene). JCDH uses fedeml standards developed by EPA to reduce, con­
trol, or eliminate air toxics and protect public health. These standards are mainly 
National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPS) and the 
Maximum Allowable Control Technology (MACT). In, addition, the Department 
assures that the air in Jefferson County meets federal clean air standards. CUirent-
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ly, the county is designated as attaining all such standards. For more information on these standards visit http://www.epa.e:ov/ttn/atw/mactfnlalph.html. 
In addition, a relatively recent assessment of air taxies conducted (School Air Tax­
ies Study) by the USEPA in Tarrant City, with the monitoring site located at Tar­
rant Elementary School, yield¢ concentrations1of..benzene, arsenic, lead, and ben­
zo(a)pyrene that we~~·f?uhd .to be Qelow lev_els of co~~~rn·/ley~els at which adverse f ' ' • . • • ~ ..... health effects have· bee~ observe4 .. Levels of lead, a pollutant fot which there are 
national standifrds for.'amb·i~4t (out4'o~~) air~ are below the level of,the _national ~t, • f ~~·.! :. '\: I -..:..::~· ·~~ -~ !f~ ! ~ .. '-' """' • • ,! .., • • • ·t... 
standard .~o~ prot:G~i~~r~~.w!·~~.~~~~~~lf.t1~~:~;~ol~}ants a~~ociated ~i~ coke plant ermSsions, tnt!ll!~hng))en;z;ene;· ar$~Illq; and b~nzq~a)pyrene and assQctated longer-ter~ conc~~tf~~}4{~~-timates ~~f~:~bt ~$ hilh ~ suggei 'fed by th,i infor­
mation avaHable pri9V£~;J$g~t~ring: :~~t?~ugh, ~~y ~~re bel~~ the lefels of sig­
nificant con~ern tliafh~~:;~~n;~-~t,~e~te4~'b~ -tile fuodelmg inforihation/ these results 
indicate the ihfluence. ~~:th~e·~pqQutants of concern emitted from nearby sources. :! . f, t! , ' o ~ .. ... I • 

_. .. ' As a result, the air ~oxics monitoring stLl'~y was not exteri:ded· at this school or in ' • t "' : c, ~: . • • • ' I I ... this area. This infonriaiion can befol.md at ~~ ' ·· - - '·/ http://www.epa.g~~/s~hool~ir/sch~ols.html. · ., ~ -. ·- :: ~: -:. ,< .-:· -. ·.: : F·l 
~: ~ I ,- ( • I • • , .... • .... 

• • ~.~· ..... ,.: : ..• ::·:, ~ -~ .''\.' ·•• ••· : !. - ! : ..... ~: ··:· "''>•'' ··· .. .\~ Regardmg DIAL. ,, . _ .· . '· ".· \ ... ··· ~--:~-..· · h ;..~ '~- t I { s. I·:,: ~ ~\ ,\1 ,. ·:.t1 ,, JJ .... ' 1.~.. ... -... 

The use of Differential Ab.~qqjti6n .Liib~ .Detediqn. arid.~~ging (DIAL) would be based on a need provided to -.r~OH frpl)l ~A. to inoni.tor pollutants in addition to ....... ' ' , I t"' actual monitoring that has alre'ady oc~t~~4 in _fu.e~Tarrant area. This would be in supplement to the MACT and NES~ stan4!i,r&i that are written and assessed by EPA. The Department has no basis or· abiJitY to require such monitoring. The availability of this technology is very limited and still uses methods to estimate emissions at the facility rather than measuring actual ambient concentrations. DI­AL is, accordingly, not feasible as a long-tenn.monitoring method as it must be shipped (large. truck) fi:om the. National PhysicS Laboratory, located in the United Kingdom and its' availability is unknown. Technologies such as this and others are used to detennine whether regulations are effective. As such, this request is not a local pennitting issue· of/by the Department but more of an EPA policy issue and should be addressed.by EPA. 

6. See Appendix - Attachment A-6 
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The Department understands your concerns and encourages you to contact us as 
soon as possible at 930-1239 to file a timely complaint when you do see excess 
emissions, observe soot or unpleasant odors. 

The county is currently in designated as attaining all federal healthy air standards. 
, -~ .. : " 

To continue to impro:v.e air quality and to protect public 'fiealth across Jefferson 
County, the JCD~ continue~. to:' l) WOJ;king with federal and state programs to 
conduct amb~eiit air monit<?ring'_(T}!ft~t EJe-':llentary School) and 2) conducting 1• , , · ..• c.•- . rr... . "' unannoun.~ed evening' i.n.s~~tio~~ .~<;l"t.iel~. o~~~~ations that are designed to en-
sure com~~iance of· .~g·{;~~~~t;,~sfifte.~~3~!?~-~~egu~atigns. ?i ~ 

.. t•·\ - w.~:o:-- • ·-~·~~ . ~r:. .. ':t ~~ • • ~ . . -~~ .. -~~:l""J· ~ .... ~ • ~,..,:-.!.~~. • . C· ~~ ~~i ~ Regardmg Health: : .~..,, ~·.: .. n~IJ;"'~~ .. ': -..··~ ·. ?: t.:~· ..... -~ ~f~ 
1 
... 

' -··~, ·'-~\-·· ,. • ."" ~)~; 0 • •• ...,_ •• frr ~\ t • ::. ~ -~_-\.;c.t .~. '- .. ~ ;" ~:r ;~ = '• \ •.i! ;:, ·'At··~ ~ · . .- ,.,_ .!,C·' I~· ?":7 r 

While ABC Coke 'does·:~mit a~ toxic{(~~nie of-which l re carcmogens including 
benzene, dib·enzofu~~~~ ethy.l J:ien~erie.naphthalene, P AHs, phenol, styrene, tolll­
ene, and xylene). JCDH·uses federal standards developed by EPA to reduce, con­
trol, or eliminal~ air t<?'xics: and pr9tect public heal~ .. These standards are mainly 
National Emissio~s ~t~dards for Hazardous Air Pqi:11.1;~ts (NES,HAPS) and the 
Maximum Allowable Control Technology (MACT). · In, addition·, the Department 
assures that the air in Jefferson c;o~ty meets federal Gle~. ait>standards. Current­
ly, the county is designated as attaiD.ing all sucn·st~ndards·, F.or more informatio~ 
on these standards visit .. http://wWw:epa.gov/ttn/atW'/mactflil alph.html. 

'! . ! ,.. 

In addition, a relatively rec~nt assessnjent of ait toxics ~onducted (School Air Tox­
ics Study) by the USEPA in T~rrant City, \vith th,e ~onitoring site located at Tar-

~~ 1 • . • • -·~ 
rant Elementary School, yielded concentrations of benzene, arsenic, lead, and ben-
zo(a)pyrene that were found to be below 'I~vels of concern, levels at which adverse 
health effects have been observed. Levels of lead, a pollutant for which there are 
national standards for ambient (outdoor) air, are below the level of the national 
standard for p'rotection of public health. Levels of pbllutants associated with coke 
plant emissions, including benzene, arsenic, and benzo(a)pyrene and associated 
longer-tetm concen_tratiou estimates were not as high as suggested by the infor­
mation avaiiable prior to monitoring. Although they were below the levds of sig­
niticant concern that had been suggested by the modeling infonnation, these results 
indicate the influence of these pollutants of concern emitted from nearby sources. 
As a result, the air toxics monitoring study was not extended at this school or in 
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this area. This information can be found at 
http;//www .epa. gov/schoolair/schools .html. 

Regarding DIAL: 

The use of Differential AbsorptionLigh~ Detectio~ .. ,~~ Ranging (DIAL) would be based on a need proviged· to"'"JCDH from EPA to monitdr·pQ~utants in addition to actual monitoring _that has-alre'1-dy,occ;urred in the Tarrant area~-r~his would be in 
supplement toJ lie. MAC';I' ~n~f:NPS·aAP s,ttln~ards that are writteri~anp assessed by EPA. The Departme~t I;i~ ~o.;~~sit~r.:~bU,_ity .to require such moniton ilg. The 
availability ofthis te£ti!1QtP·i~1(Y~5di9:i(~e4 ~p}till ~ses methods to espmate emissions~at th'e fa9ij!tY1r~~~f'th~.tile~sW:ii.fa~~l ambient gbncentratJons. Dl­A~ is, acc~rdinglf.~."fiq~fe~i~Ie as.~ ~~IiJr\~.r~' tno&!to~ng metf~d ~ it tjtust ~e shipped (large truck) fr9IJ};;~he National ~hystpsL~ooratory, lo~~ted m the Umted 
Kingdom at\d i.ts a~aQ,~j~t~!~Wl~BWb:~te.·~~ologie~ such a$ .this ~d o~ers are used to detergune wh:~th~,~: rygul?~9.~S: at~ ~f1ecttve. As such, this request IS not a local permittihg isstie~oflby the Department but more of an EPA policy issue and should be addtessed by. EPA, ' ·.~. · ··- · -. ·, , · -·· .. . · r '"r· ~ ·.· ~; ..... lv . ., ,,·:· ••. ·.~·~;·: ·.'f: 

'·"· • " . I ~ " • f. : • • ~ '1 .,.-~ 'I .. I • ''" '; • • :. ' I ~~ 4;r 

7. See AppendiX -:-Attachm~n:t.A-7 , . 1, _, ... : . . • ~_. ·, • •• ./ 1t.·, • Y I I 1 ._ ·~ 1,. 1 
1 

~ 1 •.! f ' : , ~·· 
' I - I ~ ":. t :Y'\- :· .. •;. ~·· • .. ' l•f "t · : I , I .,,~•·_'• • 'J I•L :!._·, ';• t' 1.:.--J· ~1 • f. 1.· .. ~·~· ... • 

The Department understands Yb.~ ~9ncelll$ and e~conrages you to contact us as 
soon as possible at 930-1239 to fi~~- ~ tiple.ly somplaiJl~: when you do see excess 
emissions or observe unpleasa{\~ ·?dors,<' . ~-.' ... , : ./ 

l!~h ·-: • ·• .. • • , I• - t$'' .. , .. ·- -
The county is currently in designated as: attainmg all federal healthy air standards. 

To continue to improve air quality and to protect public health across Jefferson County, the JCDH continues to: 1) working with federal and state programs to 
conduct ambient air monitoring (Tarrant Elementary School) and 2) conducting 
unannounced evening inspections and field observations that are designed to en­sure compliance of all federal, state, and local regulations. 

Regarding Health: · _ 

While ABC Coke does emit air toxics (some of which are carcinogens including 
benzene, dibenzofurans, ethyl benzene naphthalene, PARs, phenol, styrene, tolu­
ene, and xylene). JCDH uses federal standards developed by EPA to reduce, con­trol, or eliminate air taxies and protect public health. These standards are mainly 
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National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPS) and the 
.t'viaximum Allowable Control Technology (MACT). In, addition, the Department 
assures that the air in Jefferson County meets federal clean air standards. Current­
ly, the county is designated as attaining all such standards. For more information 
on these standards visit http;//www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/mactfnlalph.html. 

-<1 :..• T·· .. , 

In addition, a relatively, receilt ·~~essment of air t~xics· conducted (School Air Tox­
ics Study) by the USEPA in Tarrant City, with the monitoring' site located at Tar­
rant Elementacy,_S-chool, yi~ide~. conc~ntiations of benzene, arse~ic , · lead, and ben­
zo( a)pyre~e 'that were foW1g't9;1J'~~b:eld"W:.'f¢v~ls of .concern, levels at wbi~h adverse 
health effects have be~t(o6~~~a. ~Eev~rt6tlea4t a poJlutant f9r which lhere are 
national st~dards. f~r ·~~Vfent .(outdo?t!.~~,_.~e b~~~1~~ l~v4 o~ the n~~onal 
standard fo.r protectton . .Q.~ pJ.Ibhc health.-Leyels of pollutants as~octated With coke 

·t ,:',\I~.!IJ.·-. • .;.;it~.- . .,! ,, ~ ·~ .~ 

plant emissions, incluqilig.'p~JI~ene, ars~l}ic;, aQ_Q oenzQ(a)pyrerte and associated 
longer-term C.oncentra.tlo~ estiih~tes were not as high as suggested by the infor­
mation available prior t o monitorin-g_ Although they were below the levels of sig­
nificant concem.that had been ~uggested by the modeiing "information, these results 

t 

indicate the influence of thes~ pollutants of concern emitted from nearby sources. 
As a result, the air to?(ics monitorjn~ stuQ.y was not extended at this school or in 
this area. This information can. be found 'at .. . • J ~ • ' • 

http://www.epa.gov/schoolair/schools.html. ..:--
' 1-

-1" 

Regarding DIAL: ., 
• I 

The use of Differential Absorption Light Detectio~ and Ranging (DIAL) would be 
based on a need provided to JCDH from J;:PA. to monitor pollutants in addition to 
actual monitoring that has already occurred in the Tarrant area. This would be in 
supplement to the MACT and NESHAP standards that are written and assessed by 
EPA. The Department has no basis or ability to require such monitoring. The 
availability of this technology is very limited and still uses methods to estimate 
emissions at the facility rather than measuring actual ambient concentrations. DI­
AL is, accordingly, not feasible as a long-term monitoring method as it must be 
shipped (large truck) from the National Physics Lqboratory, located in the United 
Kingdom and its availability is unknown. Technologies such as this and others are 
used to determine whether regulations are effective. As such, this request is not a 
local permitting issue of/by the Department but more of an EPA policy issue and 
should be addressed by EPA. 
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8. See Appendix-Attachment A-8 

The Department understands your concerns and encourages you to contact us. as soon as possible at 930-1239 to file a timely complaint when you do see excess emissions, soot, or observe unpleasant odors. 
~· _ ~ Z'J.t ~~~ •.· -~"'."!" ~- • -"'"!1(1,.., ~ 

The county is currently in designated as attaining alffeder~l healthy air standards . 
. ;•~ .• , ;..•"' : 'I ' •:~ • ~. ·. . ' "'!'• ~.'", ·~ 

To continue to improve ~iiyq~~~.Uty and .to protect public health aero~~ Jefferson tJI' I • • • - ,_ ~ ~ I . ~ • o ~ 
iJ County, ~r,.~CDH. ~?A~~~~~-~W·ill.'~~~~gr~th f~deral and state prdgt~s ~o .conduct a~b1ent Ji~. ~~~tg~~· ~~~~~~!~~~P·~. ~.~hool) 'Wd 2) ~on~uctmg unannoun~7d ev~n,mg.~~~~cwms ~~~~lg;9b~~~ .. ~-~!!s. that a~~ destgne~ to en-sure comp!,tance o.~,.~ ~~~~f.~~-, state, ~f!}JBc.al regu1f!-tl~~ns.. , " -~~~ i ~:: 1 F~ ,•'•. 

1
' r-i:-;; ... ·t1if,, 0,. .. .. I .--x~,~-\,~ ~ \ ~,; • rtf i • . · t~,.-·~~~'l .· .;!:?\·-~£.'.· ·. ,., ' :..'1! ~ 11 ~ •• \~(""~- "fi-r .• ~·~ ·. ·-. .... ,,_.r.:· ...... ,j a.. ~"',.· ... ~; .. ~ • • ~ .o, dl~,.~~~ • ... _;... . 1 '•' I o 'I( ~'j;:._ .:'f:.__"• .. ,,"\ j !t" J>.;'l ja·~ } -:. . _;. ~i" . . \ .. ~~·"' · .. .- .. ' ·~~·~:..""~ . _. ·< ~:r· iji J.: ·: Regarding Health·· ·· '·: \!:.Y~. ·~{~~~~,,-~ ·w:r~:."3.f'.~~~: .. ;• . "· ~ ~· ..... l ·:. .. ''.;.~1~~ ~:~:~~·h:·~]:-1·!~~~ <i::~~- \ t, • ~ '(; .. ~· .. · , ..• ,,,_, ...•. "··· ·.• '. ' .. ·~ ~' OC'

4 -~ • '"I" .•• ·~ -· '. 1 ... ( '.'·t~. -
~ While ABC Coke goes · emi,t air taxies, (some e>f which are ca~cinog.:;ns including benzene, dibeni~furan~~ ethyl h.~nzen·e . naphth~llfme, PAils, p~enbl{styrene, tolu-r.• ' , • • 

1 • .f ene, and xylene). JCPH uses fed,eral standards deve~oped ,by E;PA to reduce, con-trol, or eliminate ~;t~x!cs ~g J?r~~e~~ p~bUc health •. 'lpe~e st~dards are mainly Nati?nal Emissions S!,an~ar~ f9~_ ~~~~ol.!s ~-~(P9.l.l~~~ts. ~HAPS) and the Max1mum Allowable C.Qn~olJ~C.~9J,og~ (~C!)·J .. m.~ ~~dition, the Department assures that the air in Jeffer~on CpltpfX' meets. fed~r~J ~~~~n air standards. Current­ly, the county is designated·~~.-a.~tairu:t~g all __ sqch' stan~¥cts. For more information on these standards visit http://www:epa:govittn/atw.huactfnlalph.html . 
........ ..-: ". • I • _' ;~~J f. :: ~- 1.,~! 

In addition, a relatively recent assessfu~nt of ali- toxics conducted (School Air Tox:-
ics Study) by the USEPA in Tarrant City,,...,~ith the monitoring site located at Tar­
rant Elementary School, yielded concentrations of benzene, arsenic, lead, and ben­
zo(a)pyrene that were found to be below level~ of concern, levels at which adverse ' ,. 
health effects. haye been observed. Levels of lead, a pollutant for which there are 
national st~ndards for ambient (outdoor) air, are below the level of the national 
standard. for protec~on of public he(!.lt~. Levels of pollutants aSsociated wi~ coke 
plant emissions, Including benzene, arsenic, arid benzo(a)pyrene and associated 
longer-term concentration estimates were not as high as suggested by the infor­
mation available prior to monitoring. Although they were below the levels of sig­
nificant concern that had been suggested by the modeling information, these results 
indicate the influence of these pollutants of conce1n emitted from nearby sources. 
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As a result, the air taxies rnonitoti ng study was not extended at this school or in 
this area. This infonnation can be found at 
http://www .epa. gov /schoolair/schoo ls.html. 

Regarding DIAL: 
.-

The use of Differential Absorption Light Detection and Rang~g (DIAL) would be 
based on a need Brovided to JCD~ from EPA to monitor pollutants in addition to 
actual monitoring that has· fllready oc~tirred in the Tarrant area. This· ~auld be in 
supplement to the MACT an4~ESHJ\P _standards that are written and ~sessed by 
EP~. ~~ Dep~~enf~~.f!~ ~-?si$·:or.;~RW~Y ;~~-f~q~i~~ such ~pnitoring?.The 
a vatlab1hty of this tec"®Ql9gy IS very lifuited a~d s;till ~ses methods to estimate 
emissions :~t the .faci1itj;1r~'~er than meafurlUg-~~tuJtl awbient ~oncentratJons. DI­
AL is, accordingly,_ not:feas\l;>le as a l,bng-.tirD;I nioriitoiing method as it must be t' .._ .:- ·' , • • ~ • ·- .... . -. ~ '\ shipped (large truck) f~~b} tlie.N~~o'-1al Phxsics-r;'aboratory, located in the United 
Kingdom anti its avai~!lbilit}' jf~:mkpown .. Technologies such as this ajld others are 
used to deterriline whether regulations are effective.- As such, this request is not a 
local permitting issue of/by the Pepartment but more of an EPA policy issue and 
shouJd be addres&ed by EPA. 

~-

9. See Appendix- Attachment A .. 9 
\ . 
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The Department understands y~mr ~o~cems and encourages you to contact us as 
soon as possible at 930-1239.to file, a timely co~plain.t when you do see excess 
emissions, soot, or observe unpl~asant odors. .-

r' 

The county is currently in designated ·as attaining all federal healthy air standards. 

To continue to improve air quality and to protect public health across Jefferson 
County, the JCDH continues to: 1) working with federal and state programs to 
conduct ambient air monitoring (Tarrant Elementary School) and 2) conducting 
unannounced evening inspections and field observations that are designed to en­
sure compliance of all federal, state, and local regulations. 

Regarding Health: 

While ABC Coke does emit air toxics (some of which are carcinogens including 
benzene, dibenzofurans, ethyl benzene naphthalene, PAHs, phenol, styrene, tolu­
ene, and xylene). JCDH uses federal standards developed by EPA to reduce, con­
trol, or eliminate air taxies and protect public health. These standards are mainly 
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National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPS) and the 
Maximum Allowable Control Technology (MACT). In, addition, the Department 
assures that the air in Jefferson County meets federal clean air standards. Current­
ly, the county is designated as attaining all such standards. For more information 
on these standards visit http://www.epa.eov/ttnla.tw/mactfnlalph.htmJ. 

,.:,.- ~ or· J ... .. . t" 

In addition, a relativelyJ ecerit"assessment of air to~fcs ·conducted (School Air Tox-/.· ., ics Study) by the l)SEPA in Tarrant.C~ty, with the monitoring sit~ located at Tar-
rant ElementarY' School; yielded co~ce~trations of benzene, arsecl~; lead, and ben-Il(' :..· • I •'. , 

zo(a)pyrei;}e.that wer~Jo,tt.t;~_O .. t9:R~·.p;~ip~ !eve.Is of concern, levels at which adverse 
health eff~cts have_:~ee~·.p.p~~fye(C:.~I;~~~Js .. c>t.l,eaq, a p§Jlutant for whlch there are . .: ~. ~ ~ b~-~ ~ ~ ~ . :J. •. ~t' ':" ~" t • national standard~ f~~ -~ i~nt .c outdoo~;~~~,Uf;~ beJ?~h~ .!~~~J o~ the n?~tonal 
standard fdr protectlon~.9fP..ubhc heal~;.tevels of pPl~uta.nts assocmted w1th coke ~ .. .,_-,..._~~ .~ , ,..._::,~ . . ... ~.w" ....... :;· .. 4.,. ~)·· ~-~:: .... • plant emiss•~:ms, in~~uqwg~_peP,~e~·~' DfS.e~c~ ·~g benzq(a)pyre~e and ~sociated 
longer-term concentra~for ~sti~.at~s-.wer:~ n~i as high as suggested byJ he infor­
mation availahle pnor to m9nitodrig. AlthQugh they were below the i'evels of sig-~ I • • • . I I t:" nificant concerii}hat had ~en suggested by the modeling infonm1~ion, these results 
indicate the intluenc'e of th~se p9llutantS of concern emitted fi·om;nearby sources. 'I· 1 I• 

-As a result, the air to~ics monitoring.s~dy was not e;ttended ~t this school or in \ • ~ I ' r. lo this area. This inforn1ation can b~ found i t . . , '·. . ~· · t..,. r 
1 

' ' , 
0 

'•' ,. f 1 l ~·· http://www.epa.gov/schbolair/schools.htrD:l. ·: .: .. ... . , ::: 
'\· . j • • ... . . . i. ...:.'' 

! • . .. 
,. I r ~ '• " il, 

\ I ~ • 1 t ,:· • • '·' ~; t·';.<,: · .. :... v. .. ,, 0. .- .. "" ·~ .. J'io 
.. ' . ~ ,. .~.J· 

• r-: .._.> 

Regarding DIAL: _ 
) . 

The use of Differential Absorption Ligli.t Defection and Ranging (DIAL) would be 
based on a need provided to JCDH from EPA to monitor pollutants in addition to 
actual monitoring that has already occurred in the Tarrant area. This would be in 
supplement to the MACT and NESHAP standards that are written and assessed by 
EPA. The Department has no basis or ability to require such monitoring. The 
availability of this technology is very limited and still uses methods to estimate 
emissions at the facility rather than measuring actual ambient concentrations. DI­
AL is, accordingly, not feasible as a long-term monitoring method as it must be 
shipped (large truck) from the National Physics Laboratory, located in the United 
Kingdom and its availability is unknown. Technologies such as this and others are 
used to determine whether regulations are effective. As such, this request is not a 
local permitting issue of/by the Department but more of an EPA policy issue and 
should be addressed by EPA. 
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10. See Appendix - Attachment A-10 

The Department understands your concerns and encourages you to contact us as 
so~n ~s possible at 930-1239 to fi~e a ti!ll~_Iy,~or:?~laint when you do see excess 
emtssmns, soot, or observe unpleasant odors. ' "· . ... 

The county is CUJTehtly in designated_.as. ~ttaining all federal healthy air standards. 
:o.l J • • J 

L-} t t . . ,I I . .. 
,r"' r .:. ....... - ... - - . -· J -. 

To continue to improv~ alj: citi.alltY. .. ~d t~?."pn>te~t public health across Jef~erson 
County, t4e ~CD~.c~n~~li~~:f~-:-1?. \Y~f~g."vJithJ~det'f and s~te progr~s ~o 
conduct arpbtent at~r tnpW,}~~g (Tarr~tl$I~~~~ta~.,~tho~l) ~d 2) ~onductmg 
unannounc;d even,mg-~SJi~gtwns and f;l~1~pbserv~p~~s'that ~e destgn_ed to en-
sure compliance of all federal; state, an4~tocal regt;Ilations. ~ , 1 I ~~- ,.::~~ ,...,,. ~~. L.;~, •• ..:~ l ~ !i:~• -~~- •, 

: . . '"• -,. .... ·:t;... ' \ . ;-• 
Regarding Health: .:~ . .. ·: i ,.~ ··_ '"· • .r. ·.·~ •. ;: • < 

J ·.: • • " "" ,. , 

' . - ~ 

While ABC Coke does emit air toxics (some of which are carcinogJns including .. . 
benzene, dibenzofurans, ethyl benzene naphthalene, PAHs, phengl, styrene, tolu-
ene, and xylene). JCDH u~es federal standards developed by EPA to reduce, con­
trol, or eliminate air'toxic;;s and prot~c~ p~,tblic health. These standards are mainly 
National Emissions Standards_for Haz&-4ous Air Poputan~ __ (NESHAPS) and the 
Maximum Allowable Con~ol Technology (MACT). In, ~ddition, the Department 
assures that the air in Jeffers9n County meets federal clean air standards. Current­
ly, the county is designated as attaining all such standards. For more information 
on these standards visit http://www.epa.gov/ttnlatw/muctfnlalph.html. 

In addition, a relatively recent assessment'·of air toxics conducted (School Air Tox­
ics Study) by the USEPA in Tarrant City, with the monitoring site located at Tar­
rant Elementary School, yielded concentrations of benzene, arsenic, lead, and ben­
zo(a)pyrene that were found to be below levels of concern, levels at which adverse 
health effects have been observed. Levels of lead, a pollutant for which there are 
national standards for ambient (outdoor) air, are below the level of the national 
standard for prqtection of public health. Levels of pollutants associated with coke 
plant emissions, including benzene, arsenic, and benzo(a)pyrene and associated 
longer-term concentration estimates were not as high as suggested by the infor­
mation available prior to monitoring. Although they were below the levels of sig­
nificant concem that had been suggested by the modeling information, these results 
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indicate the influence of these pollutants of concern emitted from nearby sources. 
As a result, the air toxics monitoring study was not extended at this school or in 
this area. This information can be found at 
http://www .epa.l!ov /schoo lair/ schools .html. 

Regarding DIAL: "'.1.,-~.-tif I',';.r."'- ,'~'·:.M' -. ert ·• no, s. 11 ... 1 .., T~·• ...... -, 
•. .,#' C'• - ~.'J ~t 

" '!.o 

The use of Differenti~i Ab~orption Ligltt Detection and Rang~g· (J;:>IAL) would be 
based on a neel provided to JC.PI:Lf~om]!PA to. monitor pollutantS~in. addition to 
actual mo¢toring that ~~~'-&~~q~:gp~·u.~¢t!;II) the '_farrant area. This ~61.~d be in 
supplemep.t to th~ ¥A@.r.-·aWI?NE$~).tand~4,~~.~that~are wriSt~n and assessed by 
EPA. Th~;.Dep~~n~p~~o-basis··~t~~~~Ucyt~ _reg;li~~ such n:tonitoring; The 
availabilit~ of this tecfuiology is very .Iiifiited .. and still tises-meil\ods to e8timate 
emi~sions ~~ ~e f~p!l~¥£~~~~--~an ~~-~i.tt·m~ a~~~~~ +bient ~~ncen~~tions. DI-
AL IS, accorpmgly, not:f~~'tble-:as ·a lo.ng--.tertn momtonng meffiod as tt must be 
shipped (larg~ truck) .. ifOm ili~,:Na4oP.ai J?hy~ics Laboratory, located i!f~·the United 
Kingdom and 'i.ts availability is l,inl(nqwJ::t. Technologies. such as. thi~ tand others are 
used to detenniq~ wh~t~e~_r~~'Qlations are effectiv~·. ~~- -~~ch, this ,request is not a 
local permitting iss~e of/by the· Department ~ut more of an. EPA pblicy issue and 
should be addressed~. by E~A· . ~ .~ _. .<·~~~·,·.:;. ':; ''.ti,:j 

~ • I : t .: ,...,.• • .... • t .,_.., 

< I '1. •, •, .·;• 1~.: ·\ ., ' ?' 11. See Appendix ~Att~cbm~~t .. A.;;ll . ·· ·; :-, ... ~'-.\.-~. ·., '·.i· 
I 0 •' ! 1 oo• '

0

( 1•. -~~~~ ~ ~~ : ~ ._ ' . - ' . I .., -

~·\:. <. '> .: . . ,· ".' ' ·. -~:-~ . ::..:~-it 
The Department understands· your concerns and'encQtitages you to contact us as 
soon as possible at 930-1239 to fll~ a tithely c6mplaint when you do see excess 
emissions, soot, or observe unpleasant ~9~~: , "'· 

• t~ 

The county is currently in designated as attaining all federal healthy air standards. 

To continue to improve air quality and to protect public health across Jefferson 
County, the JCDH continues to: 1) working with federal and state programs to 
conduct ambient air monitoring (Tarrant Elementary School) and 2) conducting 
unaruwunced evening inspections and field observations that are designed to en­
sur~ com~lhince of all federal, .. state, and local reiDllations:· .. , 
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Regarding Health: 

While ABC Coke does emit air toxics (some of which are carcinogens including 
benzene, dibenzofurans, ethyl benzene naphthalene, PARs, phenol, styrene, tolu­
ene, and xylene). JCDH uses federal standards developed by EPA to reduce, con­
trol, or eliminate air taxies an,d protect public health. J}lese standards are mainly 
National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPS) and the 
Maximum Allowable Control Technology (MACT). In, addition,, the Department 
assures that the air in Jefferson Cout~tY mee~ federal clean air standru:ds. Current­
ly, the cou.nty is designated a~ ~~g 411 ~i1ch standards. For more iiifqrmation 
on these standards ~is'ithttp:l/~-\V·.epa:go~/ttnlutw/mactfntalpb.btml. t • .. 0!~· • ;.. .. , - •.; .• • • -:.- ~. -,;.~ -. :: '! 

In additio~, a relaijv~~y~r~gerit assessme~i ~f ~~ to~cs:-~onduc~§d (Schocii Air Tax­
ies Study) ~y the USE~/\ f~~1'arrant.Cit~ ~ith th~ mo!}itoringi,ite loca~ed at Tar­
rant Elemeri\ary School,_ yi"eld~d._conrentration.'; ·of benzene, arsenic, lead, and ben-· , ,, t "- ' 

, ; zo(a)pyrene Qtat wer~ fou~d .to be below lev~ls of concern, levels at which adverse , . ..., 
'r 

.• health effects h!lve. been observed. Levels of lead, a pollutant for w~ich there are 
national standarc!~ for art1bient (outdoor) air, are below the leve_l of the national 
standard for prote'ction of public health. Levels of poJiutantc; associated with coke 
plant emissions, including beniene, arsenic, and benzo(a)pyrene and associated 
longer-term concentratjon estimate~ were not as high as suggested by the infor­
mation available prior to monitoring. Although they. wet:~ below the levels of sig­
nificant conce1n that had be~~ suggested by th~ modeling infommtion, these results 
indicate the int1uence of these pOllutants Qf ¢oncem emitted from nearby sources. ' . As a result, the air taxies monitorirtg study was not extended at this school or in 
this area. This information can be found at 
http://www.epa.gov/schoolair/schools.html. 

Regarding DIAL: 

The use of Differential Absorption Light Detection and Ranging (DIAL) would be 
based on a need provided to JCDH from EPA to monitor pollutants in addition to 
actual monitoring that has already occurred in the Tarrant area. This would be in 
supplement to the MACT and NESHAP standards that are written and assessed by 
EPA. The Department has no basis or ability to require such monitoring. The 
availability of this technology is very limited and still uses methqds to estimate 
emissions at the facility rather than measuring actual ambient concentrations. DI­
AL is, accordingly, not feasible as a long-term monitoring method as it must be 
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shipped (large truck) from the National Physics Laboratory, located in the United Kingdom and its availability is unknown. Technologies such as this and others are 
used to determine whether regulations are effective. As such, this request is not a local permitting issue of/by the Department but more of an EPA policy issue and 
should be addressed by EPA. 

" .,. ~ !~.,.,., t.i.l 0 t-1 .. - r•,•" .. ,~-. 1 
.-; •• ..;.J :,_frl .... ..... ~ .... . .. ~ 

I~ l:~,. io.. 

12. See Appendix)~Attac.hm~JI~ A·l2 ···· '~ . •. .:· .: ~ ~- '. ~ •. >.' .•. . '~ ;. ...... The Dep~ent undefs~angs YQ,~ cgrl.~epl$ and encourages you to contact us as 
soon as pos'sible at 9~0-~.~3~':to,'JHe At'iro~.ly.~omplaint when you do see excess emissions', soot, or ob~'e.IY~:utrpl~~'anf~dors:..,;r;;~~:~J. :~ · \tJ i ~ . ' •.• !:".·4 j(. ~~ , •• ·;. • • -. ,•.hr·~!..... . . . . 1.;.~• .~ .• 1 fi r; 1 

I :<(~:~~rq ~ ~ .··.-,, Y:·:~~:;~~ ,'. 1.:,.~ t::: a-• ~ 

The count~ is currenp~j~S~~signate4.~J~f#~ng ·ay f~~era.Tli~~thy air}tandards. 
t , ·-:u~~ -~~ · . -. _.,, v-· : ... ·. :,. ~; ~~~ : ~;t ••• "'·;.?.;! .... .:,· ... ~. y • } ·:,.:·..;,.1"•~'5.'t. .... ~ . .~-+ .i' if~ "' To continuer!o imptbvWa~~~*i~~Q:t.~~protect public health1across (efferson County, the JCDH·cpritin~es to: 'J) .. workhig ~ith federal and state programs to 

conduct ambicipt air monitoring (Tacrant aie~ent~ry SchoQl) and 2)_-conduct unan­
nounced evenitig inspecti9£1$. apd field ob~ervations that'are.9esigJ]ed to ensure compliance of all'federa~, state, ~d local regulations. . , . _r 

::- . ' I· .•. ·< I. ·~ • . ·. ' 1,', J' 
• • ~ ••• ~-.!... ~ • \1 ,~ .... :. .• ~ ... \' ... ;· t.' .. . •"' ~~- •• • •• ~.ri Regarding Health. 1... . . : • . . ,~~· .. ·;· :·\ ·· ._ · ·1·: • .: ,. • ·i ~ ... .. , •• l,·jl'..,'' '\ 11 . •/.•:,

1
e-. ~ ·~ .. • 

'I..,, ~ ~ i } ~ ; . t 0 ... \ ~ ~' • • • • • ~~'f' While ABC Coke does eni,it aJr: ~oxic~ (~o~e. of which a(e.'carcinogens including 
benzene, dibenzofurans, ethy~ bett;e~e ~aphthalene, ~.AHs , phenol, styrene, tolu­
ene, and xylene). JCDH uses fe~~ral stand!J:l·~ de_yeloped by EPA to reduce, con­trol, or eliminate air toxics and prot~~t public .P,ealth. These standards are mainly National Emissions Standards for Hat.ard,qus.-A.ir Pollutants (NESHAPS) and the 
Maximum Allowable Control Technology (MACT). In, addition, the Department 
assures that the air in Jefferson County meets federal clean air standards. Current­
ly, the county is designated as attaining all such standards. For more infonnation on these standards visit http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/mactfnlalph.html. 
In addition, a relatively recent assessment of air toxics conducted (School Air Tox­
ics Study) by f:he USEPA in Tarrant City, with the monitoring. site located at Tar­
rant Elementary School, yielded concentrations of benzene, arsenic, lead, and ben­
zo(a)pyrene that were found to be below levels of concern, levels at which adverse 
health effects have been observed. Levels of lead, a pollutant for which there are 
national standards for ambient (outdoor) air, are below the level of the national 

( standard for protection of public health. Levels of pollutants associated with coke 
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plant emissions, including benzene, arsenic, and benzo(a)pyrene and associated 
longer-tenn concentration estimates were not as high as suggested by the infor­
mation available prior to monitoring. Although they were below the levels of sig­
nificant concem that had been suggested by the modeling information, these results 
indicate the influence of these pollutants of. concern emitted from nearby sources. 
As a result, the air toxi.cs monlt~;ing study was not extendeg_ at this school or in 
this area. This infomi~tion can ·be founq at 
http://www .~pa:iwv/schoolair/scho'~.Is .-html. -·-~ ... ~ 

. ~· . . ··.:'_ -~· )':~ ,:.: :;~>~~: .. ·!, ) •.. ··-.\. Regardm~ DIAL: . i .. ~~~:.:·\·l!:': ·-~~1},:.~-~~::,~.':t~~·~- . ~.;.r ~~ ~ ~ . .· :}~~ ·~:;'t~': ~-: ' -· ~~ !t1:~\ .:_ :~~;',, ~- •' _;I 
The use oflDifferenti~Ab~orption LigljtDet~ctiori)mdRangirlg (DIAL) would be 
based on a'pee~ prov!d~~ :~~ J~DH frq~pp~ t~ IIJ.i nitor pollU:timt~ in a.ddition. to 
actual momtormg t~a~pas ·alf~ad~ pce'¥.'!e~ ~.~e Tarr~~t are~;,.Jlns would be m 
supplement tQ the MA9T e:tn9 ·~J:IAP standards that are wntten anc;l assessed by 
EPA. The D6partmeQt has no;basis or ability to require such monito~ing. The 
availability o(this technology is very limited an<;t still uses. qtethods to estimate 
emissions at the facility rather than measuring actual ambient_ con~entrations. DI­
AL is, accordingly;· not feasible ·as a long-tenn monitoring method as it must be 
shipped (large truck). from the National Physics LaboJ~tory, located in the United 
Kingdom and its availability is uhlqJ.own. Technolo~~s sqch:as this and others are 
used to determine whether regulations are effective. As such, this request is not a 
local permitting issue oflby the Departm~nt but mqr~ of an EPA policy issue and 
should be addressed by EPA: , . · .. ·-.. . .. . ,. 

"'' .. ..:-.... I. -:. 40 • : • 0 ~ .,. 

13. See Appendix -Attachment A.:.13 · -

The Depattment understands your concerns and encourages you to contact us as 
soon as possible at 930-1239 to file a timely complaint when you do see excess 
emissions, so9t, or observe unpleasant odors. 

The county is cunently in designated as attaining all federal healthy air standards . 

To continue to improve air quality and to protect public health across Jefferson 
County, the JCDH continues to: 1) working with federal and state programs to 
conduct ambient air monitoring (Tarrant Elementary School) and 2) conducting 
unannounced evening inspections and field observations that are designed to en­
sure compliance of all federal, state, and local regulations. 
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Regarding Health: 

While ABC Coke does emit air taxies (some of which are carcinogens including 
benzene, dibenzofurans, ethyl benzene naphthalene, PAHs, phenol, styrene, tolu­
ene, and xylene). JCDH uses federal standards developed by EPA to reduce, con­
trol, or eliminate air taxies a_p,d.protect public'health ..... 'f,hese standards are mainly 
National Emissions S.t~dards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPS) and the 
Maximum Allo~~bl~ Contp~l Technplogy (MACT). In, addition,, the Department 
assures that the"aJr in Jefferson Counwlineets federal clean air sta~dards. Current­
ly, the COU!ltJ is desi~qt~:a -#~;;;i~liw.ng~~lt. such standards. For more iilfqrmation 
on these siandards visit~hrtp:];.\i.i\v~~~p~bro"V/tWatw/mactfnlalph.html. i ' •I .. - ~~ ·~ •. • :I ~_' t • '":··~: .. ~'t~:,•.; -,. · ;~.l '.''i .-q f -~ ' ,. ". -~1 / ':_, • ..__, ... ..c:-: ~- ....... ~"! \~~~;., . ':: i . '~i!. ~~· ~ .~ In addition, a relat1v~ly~rc:t4ent assess~e,n;~g,f a1~ toxics!9ondu~t~d (Scho9I Air Tax-
ies Study) by the U~EP;A,Jh)~arrant ~JtY(Y{j$, tlte;rfuo~toring ~ite locat~d at Tar-t •. ~'~ :-;~. ' t. yi~ .' ' . ~' ~- l'~ ;• 
rant Elemeii~ary Sc~o~~·,Y;i~-~~.gf~:nq?~~a~?~~ of berizene, arsenic, 1~.~?· and ben-
zo(a)pyrene that wet~fotit1<qo· be. b~low lev~ls of concern, levels at \}'htch adverse ,. ' • -? · •. ,~ ' health effects q~ve beeri observed. ·~v~ls qf le~d, a pollutant ~9r wJ:dch there are 
national standards for 'arnbient (outdO&r) air, are below tl-ie level of the national I. I . ' .J: standard for protection of public health. Levels ~f'polh.itil~ts 'assgciated with coke . ' ' .. • . - - ~ plant emissions, including be~z~ne~ 8,1'$e~c,. and· b~n~9(a)pyrene and associated 
longer-term concent~ation estimates W~r~ not as· high ·~s· ~ugg~sted by the infor­
mation available prior td' I!I6nitorip~.. Alt)lo~gh_· they-' w~1·~-· &elow the levels of sig-

~ .·_ ;. .,. . .. t· nificant concem that had been ~ugges't~q .l'w the mod~l!ng infmmation, these results 
indicate the influence of these pQlJ~tant.s o(c<:m9erp•6mitted from nearby sources. 
As a result, the air toxics monitoring ~!U4Y ~~s:fiot extended at this school or in 
this area. This information can be found at :;:•' 
http://www .epa.gov/schoolair/schools.htrnl. 

Regarding DIAL: 

The use of Differential Absorption Light Detection and Ranging (DIAL) would be 
based on a need provided to JCDH from EPA to monitor pollutants in addition to 
actual monitoring that has already oc~urred in the Tarrant area. This would be in 
supplement to the MACT and NESHAP standards that are written and assessed by 
EPA. The Department has no basis or ability to require such monitoring. The 
availability of this technology is very limited and still uses methods to estimate 
emissions at the facility rather than measuring actual ambient concentrations. DI­
AL is, accordingly, not feasible as a long-term monitoring method as it must be 
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shipped (large truck) from the National Physics Laboratory, located in the United 
Kingdom and its availability is unknown. Technologies such as this and others are 
used to detennine whether regulations are effective. As such, this request is not a 
local permitting issue of/by the Department but more of an EPA policy issue and 
should be addressed by EPA. 

\1 ,."'•; l •' I .. :. ~., - t ~ ...... Jo 1:<" ~ 

·.~. ... .. ....... 
) '• .. 

14. See Appe~~ix·.:_ Attac~e~~ A.-14 
(~ ~ .- • 

1 
I _1_• .' .. 1 l • • 

'I • ·~ .._.. - ~ ~-- t., • 

"' _.-·.. . . ·_:.:. - -... 
The Department undetst!ll:i~ yodt ·con~ems 'and encourages you to contact us as 

-t. :. _L - ~- '- ""~.._ ... - ... ·- ~ l _. _.. , ., ..__~,.. • ..,. -· 1, 

soon as pqssible at ~3Q4~~_9. totfil€ra ~me\y compl_ainF\When ~Qu do see excess 
emissions: soot, or· Qos~i'v.(funpleasant o,dots: · "-:'\ i~ ~ ! 

• I ,S. '• ~~. •. • • ·- :'.' ~ - - - -· ~ j ~ t. .. -4--:,;.~.~ l~':-:-- ~.. ~-: _~< ~ -
.. I 0.. J) i,· ! _. r.t I , __ , I ~~J; ,._ 

The countf,~s curr~_ntlf.,iri ~~,si,~a~e~.:~.!~~~-? .all ~t~eral h5~thy air
1 
standards. 

~ .. .: . . . .. { 

To continue to improye'ali quality~nd to protect public health across.iefferson 
County, the JCDH continues to: 1) working with federal and ~tate pfograms to 
conduct ambiertt air t:no.n,itoring (Tarrant ~lementary· S~b.oo\) and ~) conducting 
unannounced evening inspections and field observations that' are designed to en­
sure compliance of fill federal, state, and local regulations. 

\ -~ f~ 
,- .. • '.::t 

,. ( • ...... - l t I • f.' Regarding Health: 
0 L ' . .• ... 

I • •l ~ - I • ... • • .r•' ... 
-. 

While ABC Coke does e;.it air tox·i~~ (some of whicll'ar~ carcinogens including 
benzene, dibenzofurans, ethyl be114ene naphthal~e~ PAHs, phenol, styrene, tolu­
ene, and xylene). JCDH uses feder~l stapdards developed by EPA to reduce, con­
trol , or eliminate air toxics and protect p(lg11c health. These standards are mainly 
National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPS) and the 
Maximum Allowable Control Technology (MACT). In, addition, the Department 
assures that the air in Jefferson County meets federal clean air standards. Current­
ly, the county is designated as attaining all such standards. For more information 
on these standards visit http://www.epa.gov/ttnlatw/madfnlalph.html. 

In addition, a relatively recent assessment of air taxies conducted (School Air Tax­
ies Study) by the USEPA in. Tarrant City, with the monitoring site located at Tar­
rant Elementary School, yielded concentrations of benzene, arsenic, lead, and ben­
zo(a)pyrene that were found to be below levels of concern, levels at which adverse 
health effects have been observed. Levels of lead, a pollutant for which there are 
national standards for ambient (outdoor) air, are below the level of the national 
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standard for protection of public health. Levels of pollutants associated with coke 
plant emissions, including benzene, arsenic, and benzo(a)pyreue and associated 
longer-term concentration estimates were not as high as suggested by the infor­
mation available prior to monitoring. Although they were below the levels of sig­
nificant concern that had been suggested by th_e_ modeling infonnation, these results 

·:J~- . ',\"•: 4 indicate the influence 9f these pollutants of concern eniittectf;om nearby sources. 
As a result, the a\r tox.ics mo.nitoring study was not extended at this school or in 
this area. This. i'nformatipn. can "be· fourtd at .· · h~--~._i ·- •• ,. ' •• , • ~ \ • 4... < ...... :.. ! '~ -. 0 

• http://www'~epa.gov/scho6lairischools.httni' .. , . , · · \,_ 
~ :1 · •. ).~ ·~ .. ·~~··1~--~-~~::~:_.~·1f:. i':~·~:··:.:_<:\ .. ~k(·~-~·~~ ~K I ~... ..~ 

R d. "DIAL · --('i.·,-,..·-·- . · ·. ·- ''>···.:··"1.\"'l•,·· .• ~...... :,, -!:'. ·' egar mg : , \i · ..--r~-= ·~· · ·· ·-·~'[, ... '· ·-·~;-. tiJ y; : ' : . ' f'" ... , .<; • . \,· •.ri,l ,., .;. ' ' ,;of. . ;. ''!.~ t ' •, ··~ ,.._~il''r'U, /! . "* ~ ••• I ' .G. 11.,..:1 ~~.. ~ !' ·,-~· .:• ~--~~:?'~ . ~ ~J ·~~ ·--.,_,..l.·-.t1.t _:· 
The use of DifferenHai.-J\b$orption Lig~·D.etec'tion%.nJ Ranging (DIAL) would be 
based on a need pro~i4,~d ·retJgD~. ft:Q_~e~~to"Iii'onitbr pollut'ants in .addition to 
actual monitqring that)1q$: aJte~dy occurreq in the Tarrant area. This would be in t I~ • ·I· supplement to the MACT and NESHA.P standards that .are written ~d assessed by 
EPA. The Dep·a.rtment.has no ba5is or ability to reqt.~:i~e ~1;1ch nioni~oring. The 
availability of this techbolbgy is very limited and still pse$ metho,ds to estimate 
emissions at the f~cility rather than measuring actual amb~eh1t concentrations. DI­
AL is, accordingly, n_ot fea~ib.l~ as, a long-~erm 1p0n~to~g Ple~od as it must be 
shipped (large truck) frpni'the !'fational Physics LabQratory, located in the United 
Kingdom and its availabil!ty js un)q:J.o\v.n.· Tec~olpgies ~~ch as this and others are 
used to determine whether r~gulati?P.~. are effective:·. A:~ ~such, this request is not a 
local pennitting issue of/by fhe. D~p~men~ but mo~~ ·of an EPA policy issue and 
should be addressed by EPA. '" .. ·. ·. . .. :.; . ._,~-~ r· 

~ ,. . . ..... :!:,.•>,. ·· ...... ·_ . .... . · 
I• 

15. See Appendix- Attachment A-15 

The Department understands your conc~rns and encourages you to contact us as 
soon as possible at 930:..1239 to ·file a timely complaint when you do see excess 
emissions, soot, or observe unpleasant odors. 

The county is currently in designated as attaining all federal healthy air standards. 

To continue to improve air quality and to protect public health across Jefferson 
County, the JCDH continues to: I) working with federal and state programs to 
conduct ambient air monitoring (Tarrant Elementary School) and 2) conducting 
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unannounced evening inspections and field observations that are designed to en­

sure compliance of all federal, state, and local regulations. 

Regarding Health: 

While ABC Coke does e~.~ {lir-toxics· (some ofwhich_ ~~e carcinogens including 

benzene, dibenzofurans~'ethyl beQ.Zene naphthalene, P AHs, phenol, styrene, tolu­

ene, and xylene) .. ~JCDH \lS_e~ fed~ral standarqs developed by EP.A:to reduce, con­

trol, or eJimll}at<;" air to;Xi'~s·· an4. P-ri>t~ct' pu~lic health. These standard~ are mainly 

National ~missions ~~a~d~~~ fit· ffa~~ai<;lous .Air Pollutants (NESHAPS) and the 

Maximun\ Allowable ·e.ol!~~l::Tecl\Dq!ogt(~c;T)., :Ql, additic;m, the Department 

assures that the ~ir f~J~~t$9n Count};Jl!~~ts, f~di~l cXean air .~tandards~· Current­

ly, the cou·nty is de~~~f~4~ attaining:.~ll such
1

st~ltda~ds·.-For~fpore inf~rmation 
on these standards '\Tisifh{fp;//www.epa~gov/ttd/at:WJmhctfnlalph.html. · 

i - ... - ... ..,.... ... , . . - ~· . ·r . . ... . ., 

In addition, a relati~~~~\e~~~t~s~ss·~~~ of.ili-~~xicf~onducfed (Sch~ol Air Tox-
.- f'-,' ' 1 .... .t' I • 

ics Study) by'the USEPA ~il Tarrant-Cicy, with the monitoring site lueated at Tar-

rant Elemen~y Scho,ol, ·yielde<;l co!i~entration~ ·Qf benzene, arseQ.ic.;·lead, and ben-
... • t "• • I ; ~ 1 J ' " 

zo(a)pyrene that were found to I?e below lev.els of concew, level~, at which adverse 

health effects have been··observed. Le'{els of fead,-a pollutant. for which there are 

national standards for· a_mbient ( qutdoor) air, are below the leyet of the national 

standard for protection ·of_ pub)ic ~ealt,h.' Levei~ ff ~iluta~~, associated with coke 

plant emissions, including benzene, arseoic, ar:td benzo(!l)pyrene and associated 
• ! - .-

longer-term concentration esti~a~~S W~re l~Ot as ~jgh as suggested by the infor-

mation available prior to monitoring .. Althbugli tHey were below the levels of sig-
• .. 

nificant concem that had been suggestec\bY the modeling information, these results 

indicate the influence of these pollutants of concern emitted from nearby sources. 

As a result, the air toxics monitoring study was not extended at this school or in 

this area. This information can be found at 

http://www.epa.gov/schoolair/schools.html. 

Regarding DIAL: 

The use of Differential Absorption Light Detection and Ranging (DIAL) would be 

based on a need provided to JCDH from EPA to monitor pollutants in addition to 

actual monitoring that has already occurred in the TatTant area. This would be in 

supplement to the MACT and NESHAP standards that are written and assessed by 

EPA. The Department has no basis or ability to require such monitoring. The 
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availability of this technology is very limited and still uses methods to estimate 
emissions at the facility rather than measuring actual ambient concentrations. DI­
AL is, accordingly, not feasible as a long-term monitoring method as it must be 
shipped (large truck) from the National Physics Laboratory, located in the United 
Kingdom and its availability is unknown. Technologies such as this and others are 
used to determine whetherregulatid"ns fu.'e ·effective; ,4,~ such, this request is not a 
local permitting issu~. of/b'y the Department but more of'an ~.A policy issue and 
should be addre~&~d by EPA~.· ' •. · ··.: . , , · . -~ . .; 

"" • - 0 •• • ... "-.t .. ~ 

'• ~~r ·,·· :/ ~ ~:.:\~~:~~~! .. ~~~·~~~:~(~::. :~;; o. ·., .. :·. • . ·-~'•··~~ 
16. See;,~Appen(;liX -;"'~·.A.;ttA~h·meQ~~J\:016~:~.~. · ~0i ; ; ..,~·· ·rt..: ·~ 

f • .. • - .1_ j-..._ .., "J , ~ \•• ~· I T.~ .r;.... . f' l ._,~ ,. 
•( "f ~ .• ~ .. ~.:~:--:-r:':.:)'' , •. : .. '. ~.,•!o'il ,,''" •I l•·-tl ... "t'\c ~; .C'J";t 4> 

I • .. _ f..~ '""¥- ,\ 0 
' ' ,. • • ' ·~ • • 1 ·~ l'ft fri f 

~ ,. • I ~.· .~1.'!:'~:. • • ' ..,"~~',:. •' ~ ~\: ._ ~ !:" .;.r~ r 
,. . .. ,._, fl·~· . . rr· _; .. ~ .. .. 'M ~t: ~~ • 

The Depa$nent li~de~tiii\i:is your conci#ts ~d· en,~otifages·you to cont~ct us as 
so~n ~s poS'~ible at:i~qh~~:.~t? fil~ ~J~k~r·~~~Jl~lit\~when ~O.u dose# excess 
enuss10ns, sqot, or <;>b~.~)'V,e .fl.nPl~~.~t··q49.'ts '.' ~;··~. · ·.J.~- -· • .~· 

... · . . ~f..~~· .,. ··~ ·~::. .. 1.~~·::.:.(-· 0

1 ~:·;·,: ;; ~;· / 

The county is 7-c;:~rrently in de~·ignafe~as"a~aining all f~~eral }J~althy).ir standards. 
~I : I . , I I •: ,~ o I . ' ' , ~. •' o ""I o • ~ rt 

To continue to i~p~o~e ~il; ~~~ity ~d to. protect publ~s .. ~ealth ~c~bss Jefferson 
County, the JCDH··~ontinues' to: 1) working with federal.itnd s.t~te programs to 
conduct ambient air ~~6itit6riil~ (Tarr~nt .Elemeniary,S~~oolJ~'ind 2) conducting 
unannounced evening iq$pections .~cfneld observations th~t are designed to en­
sure compliance of all fed~ral, stafe, and .lo~al-regulations(" 

,;;_ r : '"' J ~ ~>. • , • .. ~· ~; ,. 
·. ~ • r:.:-. - ~ ... ~ ... -. •-. :""·• . .Jt.\·'t .. a/ 

R di H alth 
~ ... _ .. _. ~ '\\ ' ( ~,.,, :,·~ 

egar ng e : ··,.:.: ; , · < ~ t.~ • i . ,-.:. . 
,:, • . .. .. .. •· ;_. ~ .jr 

,_"' .,~ . , _ .. I 
. I' 

While ABC Coke does emit air taxies (sQme··of which are carcinogens including 
benzene, dibenzofurans, ethyl benzene naphthalene, PAHs, phenol, styrene, tolu­
ene, and xylene). JCDH uses federal standards developed by EPA to reduce, con­
trol, or eliminate air toxics and protect public health. These standards are mainly 
National Emissioris Standards 'for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPS) and the 
Maximum Aliowable Control Technology (MACT). Iri, addition, the Department 
assures that the air in Jefferson County meets federal clean air,standards. Current­
ly, the county is designated as attaining all such standards. For more information 
on these standards visit http://w\.vw.epa.gov/ttlllatw/mactfnlalph.html. 

In addition, a relatively recent assessment of air toxics conducted (School Air Tox­
ics Study) by the USEPA in Tarrant City, with the monitoring site located at Tar­
rant Elementary School, yielded concentrations of benzene, arsenic, lead, and ben-
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zo(a)pyrene that were found to be below levels of concern, levels at which adverse 

health effects have been observed. Levels of lead, a pollutant for which there are 

national standards for ambient (outdoor) air, are below the level of the national 

standard for protection of public health. Levels of pollutants associated with coke 

plant emissions, including ben~~J!I!,. ~senic, and .q~~.Z_?(a)pyrene and associated 

longer-term concentra~on estimates ~ere not as high as'suggested by the infor­

mation available prior to monitor~ng. Although they were below ~he levels of sig­

nificant concern that had been'sUgg~tecJ.by the modeling information, these results 
-• . I . . • 

indicate tl)e influenc~ o.f.th~se P,ollutants Qf concem emitted from nearby .~ources. 
: . ·~-"'I~·'" (- _.,~~l:..t'"'~ ............ ,_ ' ....... , v .J 

As a resu[~, the alr. tq~i#:s.~~P.~tonn~;·~~~~Y wa.sb~~exf&nded a~~this scho? l or in 
this area. This inforniatfoti'can be· found~at. , . ~~~ ~~ ,r., ,. 
http://www.epa.go.v/sc~dSiair/schools :htfut. '· l · • .. ~: · ~ ···- [! ,f 

. ~ -· ·'\~· J .s~~ .. <1 0 1 -~ ~- ;,, 1 •• '.~ ~· 
~~... " •• .; ~.;~~- ~· Lw.i,;, J 

Regarding DIAL· · · -!.J. • • {- : ···.-:.~~ ··~-;;.· -~::-T"'~ .vf• • ·' c. l 
' • . : · ... :; . -.=.-~; . ~:~_~.f 'J • ,. 

I t $. Jd 

The use of Differential Absorption Light Detection and Ranging (D.IAL) would be 
based on a need P,rovided tq !CDH from EPA to monitor pollutant~ in addition to 
actual monitoring-~at has already occurred in th~ Tarrant area. ~his would be in 
supplement to the MACT and NESHAP standards that are written and assessed by 
EPA. The Departme11t ha$ no bas(~ or ability to r~q~iire such monitoring. The 
availability of this tedt~ology is .very limited ~nd sti4 uses methods to estimate 
emissions at the facility ta~er than Jlleasliring actual ~bient concentrations. DI­
AL is, accordingly, not feasiqle as a long-term monitoring method as it must be 
shipped (large truck) from the Natio~alf'hysics L~boratory, located in the United 
Kingdom and its availability is unknown.: Technologies such as this and others are 
used to determine whether regulations'ace.effective. As such, this request is not a 
local permitting issue of/by the Department but more of an EPA policy issue and 
should be addressed by EPA. 

17. See Appendix -Attachment A-17 

The Department understands your concems and encourages you to contact us as 
soon as possible at 930-1239 to file a timely complaint when you do see excess 
emissions, soot, ot observe unpleasant odors. 

The county is currently in designated as attaining all federal healthy air standards. 
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To continue to improve air quality and to protect public health across Jefferson 
County, the JCDH continues to: 1) working with federal and state programs to 
conduct ambient air monitoring (Tarrant Elementary School) and 2) conducting 
unannounced evening inspections and field observations that are designed to en­
sure compliance of all federal, state, and local regulations. 

I ·-·~·;li!"JM4 ..... ;t.t- '"'.. -. ~.· . 
../~'"·\" .:;t..• ... 

Regarding Health: ,, ,.·, ,_ ··· _,. ..,_,_ ·:-. 
.... ~~- 4 • ... ... 

While ABC Cok~ does. emit ait taxies: (~ome of which are carcinogen~ including 
• I ·":· . .. ., "' ,,, " I 

benzene, dioenzofurans, ethyl beli,i.ene'naphthalene, P AHs, phenol, styrene, tolu-
·::.· • ',~ -'~••• .-':J'I!- . '~ .l' · ~·,.:•of~~ ~ \;,• ~j, t I f:lj 

ene, and ~ylene),, J_GDI-J~,~-~~~:te,ge~~~~4~ds:·'Q~~eloJ?ed by ~rA to red~ce, con-
trol, or eliipinate ai! .fQ~Jc.§J.~a '·prote~~~tili]?UC?· he~t!\. ~ese st!Wdards arfo mainly 
Nati~nal Eptissions ~t~.P-9&ds for ~~~~q!Js,.A4" P~lluf:ants (~HAPS} and the 
Maximum Allowabl~ C.oqtrQl Technology (MAC'E). Iii, addttten, the Qepartment 
assures that the ait in ieffe;';son CourifY;~ineets fedfu.ai clean airJ~tandarq·s. Current­
ly, the county is desi~~ted·:~· at'fajrurigaU . su~h standards. For more ipformation 
on these standards vfsit.http ://www~epri.gov/ttn/an:v/mactfnlalph.htm[ 

~.... I • ' • 

.;; .'1 I I I .... ~ . Jo • J .... • • . I I~ 

In addition, a relatively recent assessment of air' taxies conducted (School Air Tox-·r • • I I •• 

ics Study) by the U,SEPA in Tarrant City, with the monitoring· s~te located at Tar-,. . . 
rant Elementary SchqoJ, yielded·cpn9enq"ations of benzene, ~r,senic, lead, and ben-
zo( a)pyrene that were ;f~~d ·Ui be below ·ievels ·9f c~Q.cem, ..l~~els at which adverse 

\' • • I .. • • •l' I' •, j I 1'1. ~ <. 
health effects have been b~se~e~~- U.vel~ o.f, lead,.··~·poHp.tant for which there are 

~ ~ , ' '" '. '' ·' I <1'. 

national standards for ambie~t~(putdO.~_~)- air;-~e .. b.~l~..~wlthe level of the national 
standard for protection of public health: Levels ofp'ollutants associated with coke 

1. · .. , I J 

plant emissions, including benzene," hrs~ftlliC, and benzo(a)pyrene and associated 
longer-term concentration estimates were 'ii~t as high as suggested by the infor­
mation available plior to monitoring. Although they were below the levels of sig­
nificant concern that had been suggested by the modeling infonnation, these results 
indicate the influence of these pollutants of concern emi_tted from nearby sources. 
As a result, the air taxies monitoring study was hot extended at this school or in 
this area. This information can be found at 
http:!/www .epa.gov/schoolair/schools .html. 

Regarding DIAL: 

The use of Differential Absorption Light Detection and Ranging (DIAL) would be 
based on a need provided to JCDH from EPA to monitor pollutants in addition to 
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actual monitoring that has already occurred in the Tarrant area. This would be in 
supplement to the MACT and NESHAP standards that are written and assessed by 
EPA. The Department has no basis or ability to require such monitoring. The 
availability of this' technology is very limited and still uses methods to estimate 
emissions at the facility rather than measuring actual ambient concentrations. DI­
AL is, accordingly, not fea~iP.le as a long-'terilr monito!jng method as it must be 
shipped (large truck} from 'ihe National Physics Laboratory, Jpcated in the United 
Kingdom and its. ~v·atlabiUty 1-s unknown. Technologies such as this and others are 
used to determiile whetiler ~r~gu,i~ti_ot;t~ .are effective. As such, this r equest is not a 
local permitthtg iss~e. qfJ1?y'J!i~~ P.~P~m6,n_t'but more of an EPA polic·y .. i_ssue and 

'l .- . ' j"' .. ~ ·· " • • " •• •. s:~. - -
should be addressed by:oEPA'h":..l.:~·-~~·-.;~_t~~ '·-=-·~ :""'1..~.- ~~·· ·~;'f. ~ 

1 11'"• :J- ~}io:·~~;.!(;.;: :L ;:: 1 !-,,. ·~ .. ,\~·~-~~1!_ ' • • -:. -,~~~ ih. :~ • 
;.. '•, .'!··~'~~"' }~1 :~. ~ • ' ~:~!~, ;t}·- 1 • .. ~ • ~,., ;!: ~ =-2 : 
~ • - • , '· .. I · .. >. ••. !'1.-· .. :\ · , :.S ".>' • · ·• '• ·itt ;i't ;.. • 
':. :·~'· ..... ·\:~::·t~\.~·~. · · .. :.J.·.~u~·~:·~.. .; t ~. - ~ :!'{.-. ~~ _ · ; ~ 

There has not been giylr£~~9Y. ~pecia(sq!JsicJ~ratio~f as~of yet. siflce ABC Coke is 
located in ah envi_ro~~#.tiitj~§tis~. ~rce¥!~q4,i!i9rial -~~asures)fe, ho'Y·ever, being 
evaluated with the assistance.·of EPA: ,;··· ;-'. · · < 

', :~;:~-= . -~\._.··-;: .. ,·. ·.,, _· _, ' ' 

Response to Comment 1 ' ', · 
'• 

' .. . 
' .. 
' ' 

. --. . 
' !_; 

• •· : • If' .. ~: ~ --

l 
.... ,· 

'1'.._ - ~ ' ': '• I I : •. 

The county is currently"": i~· designated as attaining''ali fed~~~( healthy air standards. 
' -
~ ·' ..... 

• • - I 1-

To continue to improve air q~~lity, a,li(i ~o prot_ect public health across Jefferson 
County, the JCDH continues to: 1) wo~king: with/ ederal and state programs to 
conduct ambient air monitoring (Tarn¢! Ej~rnehtary School) and 2) conducting 
unannounced evening inspections and field observations that are designed to en­
sure compliance of all federal, state, and local regulations. 

Regarding ~eal~: 
. . 

While ABC Coke does emit air tox.ics (some of which are carcinogens including 
benzene, dibenzofurans, ethyl benzene naphthalene, PAHs·, phenol, styrene, tolu­
ene, and xylene). JCDH uses federal standards developed by EPA to reduce, con­
trol, or eliminate air taxies and 'protect public health. These standards are mainly 
National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPS) and the 
Maximum Allowable Control Technology (MACT). In, addition, the Depa.t1ment 
assures that the air in Jefferson County meets federal clean air standards. Current~ 
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ly, the county is designated as attaining all such standards. For more information 
on these standards visit http://www.epa.gov/ttn!atw/mactfn1alph.html. 

In addition, a relatively recent assessment of air toxics conducted (School Air Tox­
ics Study) by the USEPA in Tarrant City, with the monitoring site located at Tar­
rant Elementary School, yielged concenttati'ons · ofb~.Q.zene, arsenic, lead, and ben-

...... "111 hi 

zo(a)pyrene that wer~, fouhd to be below levels of concem~·-Ieyels at which adverse 
health effects hcwe''b~en obs~rved. Levels of lead, a pol1utant."f6r- which there are 

~... . I I • •. 00 ' I ( , -

national sta11:dards f9r amb~¢nt(.q~ta<?Or) :~Jr, are below the level of tlie,_~tational 
standard fp~ proted(ori_-~fp.~b-ljc \ie·cittlf.:t~~yeli. of pol)u.tants ~§.ociated with coke 

~ ~ ... ~.;, ,, . ,· '~··· ., ... ~ ·-t.t: ~- ... , . ~ -~,. ~:- ~l • 

plant emi~sions, lric~tiq},tl~~~~Iizene~ ili~~iii~:.·a.IJ.(fo~nzq(a)pyrexf.e and assdciate.d 
~ ' .. ,._, .. ~ ~--· •. ' ···f ,~ . "~ ;~ ~ -( 

longer-ter~ conc~ntiat~~j.stimates Y'er~--~~~._a$, hi~h ~~-suggesled by th~ infor-

~ation av~abie· er~~,~·-W·-~~~torit~g-,· ~~~P.\18~.~~ ~~re.bel<W t~e lefels of sig­
mficant cont::em that h.~~ ~~en,~~Jlgges.t~d:qy.the ~modehng InformatiOn, .. these results 

' ... ... ' _., ~ ' '\ " V' .,1\. •. 'f. 

indicate the influence.-6f these j)oHutailt~ ·of concern emitted from nearby sources. r.. ~ ) 'r ,, I ~ I 1 l ' :. • ... 

As a result, the.air toxics monit~r~g· study was~. not ,e:x:tendep. a~ this;school or in 
'• .• • • l •• 4 • • , • • • .. 

this area. This iilformation· can be found at · .. -
hty>://www .epa.~6Y.Jscho~lair/sch~ols.html. · · .. ·:. ' \','. · ~ -~. / 

·~:" • • ~.. • • • . I . .·.. ' ~:' 

JCDH follows all fed~ral. st~d~ds .~or !fe allo\Y'ing of seif reporting for industrial 
~{': - • ~ ' I •' • '· . • ~ J t sources. '\~ ·. ':'· :' ..• :, . ,. ·'tt.·· . - ·. ·: :; 

• •• :- ··' • • -·,. ..._ • .J 

R t C t 2 ) ' I ~ J.o '• • • .. ~ -esponse o ommen •·(·. ' :. · · , :. ~ · . ·. ··..;-: · 
. i " .. . ,,• 

t , ... 

• • 'I 1 ·': ;..;·' 

Currently, the JCDH Air and Radiation Diyisionu tilize the main 24-hour contact 
number for reporting public health emerg~ncies at (205) 933-9110 (works for 
nights and weekends). This number will report to the on-call nurse who can then 
refer the call to the on-call Environmental Health Staff. These calls may, depend­
ing on sev~rity, lea~ to an immediate inspection. 

This comment will be evaluated to see if there is an easier method to route air pol­
lution-related calls during evenings/nights and on weekends. 

During normal business hours of 7:45am to 4:30pm, the Dep.artment encourages 
you to call (205) 930-1239 to file a timely complaint when you do see excess emis­
sions, soot, or observe unpleasant odors. 

19. See Appendix- Attachment A~19 
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The county is currently in designated as attaining all federal healthy air standards. 

To continue to improve air quality and to protect public health across Jefferson 

County, the JCDH continues to: 1) working with federal and state programs to 

conduct ambient air monitoring (Tarrant Elementary School) and 2) conducting 

unannounced evening insgections and fieid observations that are designed to en­

sure compliance o~ .. all federal, state, and local regulations.~ -- t 

.. ' -
.;''- ' ". . ' 

Regarding Heaith: . ·' :· · ·. ~ . · · ~ .' ~-<;;-?.;;·.:, '~:: . ·j ': . .. 
~< l ~ . } tl•;_;,: t·' ~-.... ; ~ \ ~ , • rf<4..._ 

i"w _ ; ~~:·i-: -~:·~~-~} .. -~·- -4 

While ABF Coke ·~o~s~~Tt~.~tr f~x~cs.J~~rpe'6f~~recll~_~re carcc~~ogens inf luding 
benzene, ~benz~furan~f~~yl benzene IJ~phtba}en:{, P ~Hs, ph~,nol, styr~ne, tolu­

ene, and xylene). J~DIJ~-s~s federal stapgards dev~loped by :t;PA to reduce, con-

trol~ or elirnj~at~ aif _td~~~-$~~~? p.~ot~cfR~~_Hf-h~~!~· t hese s*dards are mainly 
Nat10nal Ermss1ons S.t~dfl!~:for- }la);ar~ous··Aif Pollutants (NESH~S) and the 

Maximum Allowabl~ Coiitr.ol TeClmology{Iy1ACT). In, addition, tht1- Department 

assures that thf:: air i_n Jefferson C~mity tite~ts federa~ clean air stand~ds. Current­

ly, the county i~ designated as attaining all such standards. FC?r mo~e information 

on these standards visit http://www.epa. l!ov/ttn/atw/mac~riiaiph.~tml. 

In addition, a relatively re~ent ass~ssrnep.t of air to~cs .conducted (School Air Tax­

ies Study) by the USEP~ 1n Tarr~t City, with the n:tqtlitqr4tg site located at Tar­

rant Elementary Schoo('yielded concentrations of benzeqe, arsenic, lead, and ben-, . 

zo(a)pyrene that were found-to be below t~vels of concem, levels at which adverse 

health effects have been observeg. Leyels of lead, a pollutant for which there are 

national standards for ambient (o~t"d~.ol') air; are below the level of the national 
. •l 

standard for protection of public health. bevels of pollutants associated with coke 

plant emissions, including benzene, arsenic, and benzo(a)pyrene and associated 

longer-term concentration estimates were not as high as suggested by the infor­

mation available ptior to monitoring. Although they were below the levels of sig­

niticant concern that had been suggested by the modeling information, these results 

indicate the influence of these pollutants of concern emitted from nearby sources. 

As a result, the air toxics monitming study was not extended at this school or in 

this area. This information can be found at 

http://www .epa. go vI schoolair/schoo Is. html. 
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20. See Appendix- Attachment A-20 

The Department understands your concerns and encourages you to contact us as 
soon as possible at 930-1239 to file a timely complaint when you do see excess 
emissions, soot, or observe unp!eas!Ult odors., .. ,~ .. h,. 

~~ .. ·rJ- ...:. ~ ' "'-. ... ~ 11&., 

~ ., I I , • ~~ ' .. -~ •• -

The county is c~~ntly .in d~~i~nH;~~d_.~s a~aining all federaflieaJ~y air standards. 
y:;, ...... · . . ..... :. =:·: -:::~: .. ~·~:?-~ ~~:~~=·:··.~ ·~·~i~:. ' :;.~ . ' ... •. ~~ 

To contin~~ to impr~.Y.~;~~iE .. ~~~~P'.:~4J~ P;~P.~~ct public health acrossr1f1!_£erson 
County, tlje JCDH ~;91\~~~$~fgFP~~~!g~g .. w~tl?: .f~de~. and swte progr~s to 
conduct a~bient ~~~T-.W:t9.E~g-(T~~tl"i~Jf:m:.~~f~~-~hool) ~d 2) ~on~ucting 
unannoun~~d eve~mgtg~J;f~tions ~~}i;~l~~P9~~ry~f.lO~ .. Ql.at ~e destgn~d to en-
sure compl~ance· of all.fpg~t~~r· state; .. ~@.:t;>eafregqJ.atipns. $ :i 

i. - ¥,t~-,,;>·c, ~·· ~ ;"· ·· ·I 'L'-~l!-i. ~ • • :J 1:.~ .17 .1 
J. 0 ; ~~~~·;-L · ... ;!~·~;,;;, ,.i:,'i f; ~.:~~f;."•~ •":•; ,; ·. tr!-1'~.:. !/."1 ·~ ~ 
1 . ; ,•··~ ... ,t-~~~b:~~\~·Li; ~~- ·~.&:~· 41~:" .... - • ... "r . .; · .... ~~ Ji.- ,,. 

Regarding Health· .· , .. _;·;;;J· /.l..~;"tt·~""-~c;. ;· , ;.:·.:·, ·.~ .•:''.', · · ,;· 
~~. · i~~-·:-'>::r!,-.,:i;~;F· ,,'-~~-t~~·-~~1;~~~: . . / 

While ABC Co~e does emit air to~ics ~(some· of _which :ar.e carcinogyhs including 
benzene, dibeniqfurans; ethyl benzehe· naphthaten~, P AHs, phenoJf styrene, tolu­
ene, and xylene) ... JCDH usesfede.ral ~tandards'.de~eloped by EPA to redu~e. con-

:. 4 • J, ~ ~ • • - ·~ • • 

trol, or eliminate airtoxiCs ·and protef~t pup lie b~~t.P· ·, TI;I~~e ~~~dards are mainly 
National Emissions St~dar~' foi aaza±dous AirP~IJ.iltants (NEsHAPS) and the 
Maximum Allowable Cq~troi ·Teclu£olo:gy (MA.CX.J:,-tn~··.asfdition, the Department 

;o ' ' 0 '
1 .~ I "" ' • ~ .• , ' ' , I 'L' • I •..., •j,P 

assures that the air in Jeffer~on, .. ,CQ4!lty qt~~t;s f~deral Cl~an air standards. Current-
ly, the county is designated'a'i'.-~ttapiillg~all .such s.tcw<fards. For more infonnation 
on these standards visit http://~w.ept:i.'goWttll/at~/inactfiualph.html. 

1 
•-': -:~: ~ 1 t ,(.I·. •. I 1 •: ~ ... :·· 

In addition, a relatively recent assessnieri( 6fair taxies conducted (School Air Tox-... 
ics Study) by the USEPA in Tarrant City, with the monitoring site located at Tar-

rant Elementmy School, yielded concentrations of benzene, arsenic, lead, and ben­
zo(a)pyrert~ that were found to b~ below leve~ ' of concern, levels at which adverse 
health effects have been observed. Levels of iead, a p9llutapt for which there are 

national standards for ambient (outdoor) air, are below the level of the national 
- . 

standard for protection of public health. Levels of pollutants associated with coke 
plimt emi~sions;fncluding benzen~, arsenic, arid bfmzo(a)pyrene and associated · 

longer-Lem1 t.:oncentration estimates were not as high as suggested by the infor­

mation available prior to monitoring. Although they were below the levels of sig­
nificant concen1 that had been suggested by the modeling infom1ation, these results 

t indicate the influence of these pollutants of concern emitted from nearby sources. 
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As a result, the air taxies monitoring study was not extended at this school or in 

this area. This information can be found at 

http://www .epa. gov I schoo lair/schoo Is. html. 

Regarding DIAL: 
7 •• ·~~ - __ ;·~··.I r" . ~ ·· ;· ., 

The use of Differenti~l -Absori:>tion Light Detection a~d Ranging (DIAL) would be 
based on a need provided to f~Dif fro~ EPA to monitor poll~tants in addition to 
actual monitoring that has al_ready.oc9urred in the Tarrant area. This 'Yould be in 
supplement-to the MACT:arid;;NEsiiAP 'standards that are written and'-assessed by 
EPA. Th~ Departm~~~,h.~{~d,)Jlsis:bt~~~lity 'to:f.~qui(~ such ~onitoringl' The 
availability of this te'9lf~d!9h }~ 'very Umit~d and"'st~ll _iises methods to est imate 

• . . ~ h-~6-"~..ff~·· ·~' .-... - ' ~.- ' ~··· 7:.~ t.f { 
emissions at the facility;tather than rneastiring actual afubient concentrat10ns. DI-

't • • ... .: · .. ·, .. · · ' ·"C ""'';\ . _ . • ,-~. ·~· ):-.. · J ~> . 'E7 ~ ,1 'I 

AL is, accordingly;:q_orf~~~jj:JI~ as a lpn[~tepn· mom toling met.~od as itJnust be 
shipped (laige truck).ft,6~ flie·.Natiomil·P!tysics•Eabori tory, located in #te United 
Kingdom ana, its ava~~~~ility-'f~·,~i~o\Vfl; ,Technologies such as this aiid others are 
used to dete~e whether ~eg'ulations are 'effective. As such, this request is not a 
local permitting isslt~ of/by the_ Department but more of an EPA policy issue and 
should be addre~seq by EPA. · · · . : ·.- .- l •.. 

·. 
, I• • ._. • • • 1 _ , ,1 

~ I ·. . . ;;:.. 
21. See Appendi~· +-Attachment ~-~1 ' 

••. t • -

... 
' 

' ' . . 
The Department appreciates yol_l~ ~'?~ent. 

...... ·. 
• ,;.·: .:'- ' 1 • 1 

The Department has exceeded the ·lniniffi~rii requirements for involving the public 
in the process of issuing the ren~wal pepnit fo~,ABC Coke to ensure that any po­
tential affected citizens have had an opp9qimiiy to comment. The Department 
made the decision to grant various requests by the public in order to be responsive 
to permitting concerns. 

The following demonstrates how the Department has met environmental justice 
guidance concerning permitting. 

The Department took the foJiowing steps to ensure greater public involvement: 
L) Published draft permit and public notice on JCDH website; 
2) Granted and published public hearing notice on March 9, 2014 in the Bir­

mingham News allowing the public 36 days (instead of the minimum of 30 
days) betore the date of the public hearing on April 14, 2014; 

3) Held training for North Birmingham Community Leaders March 19, 2014 
on coke plant operations; 
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4) Held public information meeting on March 31,2014 at Tarrant Intermedi­ate School in order to give the public/affected citizens a chance for mean­
ingful involvement; 

Regarding notification of the public infonnation meeting, required advance notice of public was_ given ·in the BftminghamJ~_lews, on the Department's website, on s!gnage in front of Tarrant Elementary for eleven days. ,. -
• I • •. I t -'• ,• ~ ' ~:. ":<.,J. 

5) Granted' and held -~a pu~J!G .he~g regarding the Title V Pe~t for ABC Coke' on Aprill4:·2ovkfiom I ·:Oo-4:00 atJCDH's Conference Room A; ,: · ~_,,,$.-~-.~::· :... ·l· r ltj ;·l,i.f.:~:r.it"!~.,~ .. _.· .. ·~-·! · _ • 4 

i 6) H~ld additi~n~t~gm~~g'PIR9..~~f~~ cg~e PL~t trairwg on ApJil 12, 20~4 and April*t~~;·zQl4 .afth~''!'fl~~.Biriru:~gl;iam Lib~ and tbe Harri-man Park-Recreitfoii Facility'·-..·.·-~.'i ::~-·-. . ' · 'l.:i rl·-·· · ... ~_ ~, ! •· • r · ,_~ \ '• . t \~' ' • t t >/.J 7) Extrnded the pu~.tK~;commenlP,~Hqd do~sd· on"!Aprill§, 2014 giving an 
effet,tive co~~~t: ~en?~P~·~s~~~ys . .'(as·bpposed to theregula,~ory mini-mum of 30 days,· ,. . ·. '·"'"' \ ·~,, . .. · . lr l .. ~ ' • ' • .~~ ;·~ ',t ..... ~ i t • • • ."' ·:.. : (; 

• _ 1 tC ' 
·-.l :, .f •. I • 

The county is 'curreiitly in designated aS attai~g"all f~deral healthy air stand-
ards. \, · , ·. ' . / 

. .. ,.: ' '• '._. . ' r . ~ .. • ; • ,1 
To continue to impfoye· ai,r quallty, ~·r:t? to prpteot public ~~alth across Jefferson County, the JCDH continues to_; 1) ·WQrking with feqeral and state programs to conduct ambient air mo'i'iitormg (T~t E~ementary, School) and 2) conducting unannounced evening inspections and field ob~er-Vatlons that are designed to en­sure compliance of all fedenit s~te~: an'd .local . .fegulations. 

- .• l t _ .. 

J '.!.1 ....... ~ ~ 

Regarding Health: 

While ABC Coke does emit air toxics (some of which are carc4Iogens including benzene, dibeozofurans, ethyl benzene naphthalene, PAHs, phenol, styrene, tolu­ene, and xylene). JCDH uses federal standards developed by EPA to reduce, con­trol, or eliminate air toxics and protect public health. These standards are mainly National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPS) and the Maximum Allowable Control Technology (MACT). In, addition, the Department assures that the air in Jefferson County meets federal clean air standards. Current­ly, the county is designated as attaining all such standards. For more information on these standards visit http://www.epa.gov/ttnlatw/nmctfnlalph.html. 

55 



QUESTIONS a COMMENTS FROM PUBLIC COIM\ENT PERIOD AND PUBLIC HEARING 
FOR ABC COKE 

In addition, a relatively recent assessment of air taxies conducted (School Air Tax­
ies Study) by the USEPA in Tarrant City, with the monitoring site located at Tar­
rant Elementary School, yielded concentrations of benzene, arsenic, lead, and ben­
zo(a)pyrene that were found to be below levels of concern, levels at which adverse 
health effects have been observed . . Levels ofJead,a pollutant for which there are 
national standards for aJ.Ilbient (outdoor) air, are b~low the Level of the national 
standard for protycti6~ of p:qblic heaJth. Levels of pollutants ru:sociated with coke 
plant emissi9ns~· inclt~diilg ben~ene; arsenic, and.benzo(a)pyrene ~<l f.\SSociated 

., y . '. 4 -~ t 

longer-tenn· concentration e. stl"rnates: we~e not as high as suggested by th~ infor-
~ .. 

mation av·ailable prlorto molittoring:· Ai tlioug!rthc;y Were below the Ievc;ls of sig-

nificant c~ncem that ~~fl. b~en suggeste4,by the ,m6f!ellbgJpfopjtation, tliese results 
indicate the infl~ence qJ t~es~e pollutant~ of concerrr erilltted fro,m nearby sources. 

\ ,,,.. ... .~ ;; I • 

As a result, the air ·toxics monitqri,ng stq!iy ... was:n6t exfended at this scqool or in 
~ ~ ! ~· - 4 j. .. 

this area. This informa'tloii can be found at 
- --·'" ' ~ 

http://www .epa. gov/schoolair/schools .html. ... , 
'• 1 o I 

22. See Appendix -Attachment A-22 

I ' . ' f ~j • 

'· Response to Comment 1 
. 
'-

.. . · ' 
•' 

•""' L 

. ... 
. r 

While emissions from proximate facilities ~ay indee~ c~mingle, the requirements 
of Federal law requires each separate facilities with different property owners to 
have separate Title V permits. Accordingly, e.ach Title V permit is regulated sepa­
rately. 

As of right now, there are no plans for additional monitoring and subsequent health 
assessment of air pollutants. The JCDH has not currently received any federal re­
quests to conduct and/or as$ist in any additional health/pollution studies in the Tar­
rant Area. The Department is only mandated to conduct monitoring for criteria air 
pollutant'i. In addition, the Department does not have the capacity to conduct spe­
cialized, comprehensive health assessments. The Department works closely with 
organizations such as A TSDR to complete these types of assessments. 

A relatively recent assessment of air taxies conducted (School Air Taxies Study) 
by the USEPA in Tarrant City, with the monitoring site located at Tarrant Elemen-

( tary School, yielded concentrations of benzene, arsenic, Jead, and benzo(a)pyrene 
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that were found to be below levels of concern. This was stated by EPA "At Tarrant 
Elementary, concentrations of benzene, arsenic, lead, and benzo(a)pyrene were 
found to be below levels of concern. As a result, the air taxies monitoring study 
will not be extended at this school". This infonnation can be found at 
http://www .epa. go v /school air/schoo Is .htm I 

' ~ ... ,JJ.:.·;. . \'0:~\i: ~... •• • , ·t. ""..:.. ••• 
I l' !"'• -- • ' • .•: "'> 

In addition, an even }pore recent study in the North Birmiiigh~ area yielded that 
air taxies pollut~nt· concentr~tions hay~ decreased at the Shuttleswprth site, right 
across the str~et "from w~~ter ~~.e~gy, .t)::om-2Q05-2006levels to 201'l.:f012 levels. 

,, . ..-'· > ·:··: .. :_:~-·-':.·;~;.p::~--.~·:-:~~~<~~;.:~:· =, ... "'·,, .. 
,;.-\. ·t.•·• • . .~o .... '..{"ig .,. ~t.:.,rr;~!.l,. ... ~or ... !•r-~11 ·~ .... ... 'I"' ·' ~ ':.-t' +! tl ~ ~\ .,.,.. .. _..p, ~ ".:!"::.tC~~l":•~- . '··~i}.. • .;t'l.. "'"f' ~ Response:'to Comfuerit: .2·'l~ :: · ·. · ~·.:'7:~~:\:·._-' t:· /P.:> · ~- ~i \. t· ..... ·. ..~ - .:· jl .·• • ~ ·. \ -~7.,. .. l. t ~ ~~ ... .. 

.: ,.· ··_ '· ., 1.:· ;lr· .~ ~- :~;~;·5:~~ :· · : ~~ ~~ t' ( ~~ • ' •1 •,· -•~ ··~:- .,:.,, H'' 1 .-.1 ~~ '• - •· • ~~ I 

The Deparl~ent.i~--~~sffi~~~Jpl~ for en~pJ~~g, ~ pg~iuti?n reguf~tions a~d ensuring 
air quality. 'fhe Dep~e~~co~rdin~t(!,f;f~g!llN.l~witlil,ADE~;~~ Air D_ivision and 
EPA's Region 4 Air, ·f~sticid,e$·and Toxi~~·Program on air related issues. Any oth­
er media is c6prdinatrfd throu~ EPA; and various other agencies. JCDH does not 
have any regul~~ory auf:}lot;lty ~V~i' SUperfund SO~l ~r wat~r .issues._: ~,: 

l ' . f • ~ Jj~ • ~ 

\· ' 1., • - .J • • 4 •• : • I • .•I 
1 I o ',i I • ._, 

\. ' ., , '~\:;T 

Response to Comm~~t 3 ·· · , ~ ,_: ·.-~ :. ·::·· ':=- .',.
1 

·:·_~· , _ ,_ ~~-
1 • ~ · • .., 1 ., • tr 
"~ .• · '• t '~ '· . i I • I .' ... ~ ' . • !' 

The Department underSt~ds ·your .co~~erns and·~J?-courag_es you to contact us as 
soon as possible at 930-1239 to file a timely complaipt }\then you do see excess 
emissions or observe unplea8int odors~··,··.:. . .... ·/f 

\ .. '< ~~' ··.,• .· ., ;~;~:~ ~' . • ::~:ir• I' 
-: '· ••• : ,.,&jt ....... . . ~.. , 

23. See Appendix - Attachment A-23 

Due to the concerns over air pollution and soot at Presbyterian Manor the Depart­
ment has conducted an indoor air assessment and will continue to work with the 
community to analyze the comments received during the public comment period. 
On May 16,2014, the Department conducted an indoor air in~pection. The inspec· 
tion did not reflect the conditions outlined in the complaints. The Department not­
ed very clean conditions as well as no evidence of soot deposition inside the 
apartments or in the air handling systems for the building (on the root). The De­
prutment will inspect again if more complaints are received. The Department 
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would ask that if you observe excess emissions, unpleasant odors or soot deposits 
to call930-1239 to file a timely complaint. 

Jefferson County Department of Health has the mission of improving air quality to 
protect public health across Jefferson County. The JCDH accomplishes this goal 
by 1) working with federal and state' programs 'to con-duct ambient air monitoring 

I 

(Tarrant Elementary School) 2) conducting inspections unanno~nced day and night 
to ensure comp,liance of all federal, s'tate, and local regulations. -

'l : .. 

. :,; ¥.;·····. ·]: __ \._; ' ·~,:.. .,. 
24. See,.Appendix· ~~i\t~ftchment A·~, _ ' ·"·;:~~··. ~-

" .... _._ ~ .-_ . v ,. ; .• ,. ( ,.'";. l'-s.· .. 

l . 

.. --:t .. .... ~ _._. .. . J .... _ 

Due to the c;:oncems _ o\'-ett!~_ pollution ~~soot ~t Prespyterian.,Manor tlie Depart-
• " ~ 7 ., .•. - • , I • ment has conducted an. mdoor air assessment and will continue to work with the "\,~ . . ... . 

community to._ analy;ze ihe ~omrri.ents received during the public comrrient period. 
On May 16, 20!4, the Department conducted an indoor air inspection. The inspec­
tion did not refle~t the conditions outlined in the· complaints. The Department not­
ed very clean conditions as well as no evidence of soot deposition inside the 
apartments or in the air handling systems for the building (on the roof). The De­
partment will inspect again if more complaints are received. The Department 
would ask that if you observe excess emissions, unpleasant odors or soot deposits 
to call 930-1239 to file a timely complaint. -~;-· 

Jefferson County Department of Health has the mission of improving air quality to 
protect public health across Jefferson County: The JCDH accomplishes this goal 
by 1) working with federal and state programs to con-duct ambient air monitoring 
(Tarrant Elementary School) 2) conducting inspections unannounced day and night 
to ensure compliance of all federal, state, and local regulations. 

25. See Appendix- Attachment A-25- Comments # 1 -26 

1) Comment #1 (Page 11-14) 

The Depattment issues all Tide V pennits in accordance with the requirements 40 
CFR 70. 

58 



QUESTIONS & COMMENTS FROM PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD At-10 PUBUC HEARING 
FOR ABC COKE 

Regarding Health: 

While ABC Coke does emit air taxies (some of which are carcinogens including 
benzene, dibenzofurans, ethyl benzene naphthalene, P AHs, phenol, styrene, tolu­
ene, and xylene). JCDH uses federal standhrds'develqped by EPA to reduce, con­
trol, or eliminate air toxics and protect public health. These s~andards are mainly 
National Emissions Standards .f~r Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPS) and the 
Maximum AUdwable Control T~cl4J.Q~ogy (MACT). In, addition, ·the~Department 
assures th~t the air in.J ef(et~on, C~n.J_hty· meet~ federal clean air standards~ Current­
ly, the coqnty is des~gn:at~~-:~.; ~i~i'ifwg~~~··s~-~~'~t~d31ds. For;:~ore infofmation 
on these st-~ndards _ vi~.i,~lft't5:tiwww .ep~~o·vtttnia~/mtfctfnlalpli.html. ~~· 

~ _:· ·~ ~~·.·~~~ t·': . . :~.i~~~~-;~ ·:. J ~ ~ ~· .. ~. ~ ~: l 
~addition; a relat~ve_lt):~~~?t assess~~~fp~ .. a~ t~iics:~on~uc~d (Sch~~61 Air Tox­
tcs Study) b~ the US~f-: ~-:t~.t c~~~":IQi the momtonng ~It~ loc~~ed at Tar­
rant Elemen~ SclJoQl~ yleJ.de~9Q!!Ce~tr~~ons of benzene, arsemc, lead, and ben-

~. ~ ... (.... ~ ... -. ~ ... ' . 
zo(a)pyrene th~t were found to bf! below J,evels .qf concern, levels at1Which adverse 
health effects h~ve been observed. Levels of lead,_ il:· pollut3;nt for- which there are 
national standards. for ;lmbient (outd,oor) air, are below th~ level pf the national 
standard for protection of public health. Levels ~f poll~tants associated with coke 
plant emissions, including'•benz~ne,

1 

arsenic, a;nd benzo(~)pyre'~e and associated 
,,_. _. •·· 'I · l' 

longer-term concentratio~" estiniates ~ere:.q.ot aS l}igh as spggested by the infor-
mation available prior to rilonjtoring;: .Although theY, ,wete below the levels of sig-

• . I ~ 

nificant concen1 that had been suggest~d _}jy the mode'Iing information, these results 
.. . '·. ,:-'-

indicate the influence of these pollu4_1nfs of concern emitted from nearby sources. 
As a result. the air toxics monitoring ~~dy "Was not extended at this school or in 
this area. This information can be found at 
http://www .epa.gov/schoolair/schools .h tml. 

The Department conducts ambient air quality monitoring at Tarrant Elementary 
School. This monitor is part of a large monitoring network throughout Jefferson 
County to determine compliance with federal healthy air standards. The_ county is 
cwTently designated as in attaining all federal standards for healthy air. 
As EPA funding allows and EPA mandates: 

The Department conducts air taxies monitoring studies in conjtmction with EPA. 
Based on monitored concentrations, the EPA then typically conducts a risk as­
sessment to determine if emissions need to be reduced. The risk assessment is then 
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used to determine if health related studies are warranted by the Agency for Toxic 
Substance and Disease Registry (ATSDR) which conducts public health assess­
ments using the monitored concentrations. 

The JCDH relies on the EPA and the A TSDR to conduct health/pollution related 
correlation studies. These type .. studie~rrequite resour<;e~, that are not readily availa­
ble at a local level. T~ the view the process for a risk assessm~nt please visit: 
http://epa.gov/riskassessment/bnsicinformation.htm#arisk. Visit·· . 
http://www.atsd1·.cdc.gov/training/pttblic-health-assessment-overview/html/ for a 
definition pf public health ass~ssffieri(& 'oit· ·"· 
http://www .atsdr.cdc.gov/HAC!PHA:IHCPHA.asp?Sta:te=AL f9r public health as-
sessments.; and co~s.l,l].uitlo~~ conducted')Ji the' Stat~Qf ~lab am~ : 

~ f • • • 0 •• :~ ::::;. • J~ ~ ~:-- ~ ~ 
1" -· ".-" .... ,::.... ~ - • .1!.... -.... ~ 
~~ ~ >J"' -f'""' I e ' I -,: ,..,. &:..f 

• ~~ • ~ -. : •,;.,~",:". I I ~ .. ':•" r.~ I~} 
2) Comment #~ (Page lS.-17) _ /':<;~ ·: .. ·· .. ~f.' 1.~ ~ 

~- ... _.,...,._. ·"" -·· . . ' r -· ·""" 

~ .. 
" 
' I ~~ ,1, ! .J"' t l • 1. 

The county is currently·in designated as attaining all federal healthy afr standards. 
\ . ' . . . . , . 

To continue to improve air quality and to protect publi_c health across Jefferson 
County, the JCDHcontinues .to: 1) work with federa.l and state programs to con­
d uct ambient air monitoring (Tarrant Elementary School) anq 2f conduct unan­
nounced evening inspections and field observations that are .designed to ensure 
compliance of all federal, state, and local regulations. . ·· 

- ' . . . 
Regarding Health: r :.. ~ : • , ·, • • • . : . • .. \~ :"i"' 

t. : , I I i 1 1ro I ~j!J 
~ . ... 

While ABC Coke does emit air toxics (some of which are carcinogens including 
benzene, dibenzofurans, ethyl benzene' naphthalene, P AHs. phenol, styrene, tolu­
ene, and xylene). JCDH uses federal standards developed by EPA to reduce, con­
trol, or eliminate air toxics and protect public health. These standards are mainly 
National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPS) and the 
Maximum Allowable Control Technology (MACT). In, addition, the Department 
assures that the air in Jefferson County meets federal clean air standards. Current­
ly, the county is designated as attaining all such standards. For more information 
on these standaros visit http://www.cpa.gov/ttn/atw/mactfnlalph.html. 

In addition, a relatively recent assessment of air toxics conducted (School Air Tox­
ics Study) by the USEPA in Tarrant City, with the monitoring site located at Tar­
rant Elementary School, yielded concentrations of benzene, arsenic, lead, and ben­
zo(a)pyrene that were found to be below levels of concem, levels at which adverse 
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health effects have been observed. Levels of lead, a pollutant for which there are 
national standards for ambient (outdoor) air, are below the level of the national 
standard for protection of public health. Levels of pollutants associated with coke 
plant emissions, including benzene, arsenic, and benzo(a)pyrene and associated 

. longer-term concentration estimates;.were. not ~.h.igh as suggested by the infor­
mation available prior .to- monit~;ing. Although th~y Were-b.elow the levels of sig-... :1 .... 

h)., nificant concem _!Pafbad been, sugg~sted by the modeling inform~Jion, these results 
indicate the intl{{ence of'the~e1'poJlqt~ts 9f c;oncem emitted from ;}ear.by sources. 
As a result( fue ail- to~its-- rribh{t~ijJg~fudy !~as not extended at this scllool or in 
this area. This inf~nhhHBri:·oifu:.,fi~;iJ~nd :at't:'"~ ·"-i , -~ 1~ ! 

II . ·. ,·,·:~fi·,:~'\f~ .·~, h ··).: ·- li~~ ~··.~-~ '~i~ ;~ ~~ ~ http: ww~.epa.gov ~ct.,o_~~amsc oo s.~,;~,,):~-~- ; __ : _ m -~~.~- ... -., ·$) ;V 
·.. • ~ .• ~··~· .. . t;- ..... t'-~.?'-. ~ .\ i!"' ~ 1t' -~ .!' \ . . _;- ~...:: ... ;-.t,·,·.. > ~.(;': ~"J~ ..... ~ • ~"'' ~~ )o • ~ ., : ·r., ·~J,-.11 •" 1··-f,Of.~"•• jl.' ..... t~ ~ o 

1 
• ,_., .. , 4·_../• ... ). .. :},:,•~:. -~~.·· 1 ' .... o..: ...... ] .. ~~ L: -~ ···~··~·- ·:··'(.'' ·\•. _, ·~·~··?jyt:·:· ... ,il'i ·\r.t. ~- ~ .. ¥~ ' -, l:t-~~~ ~· ..... -L;>: : 01 ~~"',~--~·· ~ ;': ~"""I I ~·:: , .. ·-~ ,. ~ 3) Comment #3 (J?~ges. 1&~7.4Y~: ·. J;} ··:/~.r.·· • i? , . ~ .. -. ~ ~ - , . (. / 

The county is fcurrently ili <;lesiguated ~ attaiiiing all .fed~ra1 healthy,air standards. 
·,.._ I I • 1 ;~ ' . • t •' •• . ,• I .r 

I, 
·, o .. I :i To continue to improve air qua;Iity and to protect public h~alth across Jefferson County, the JCDH continues to: J)._work. with federal a-P~·.state,programs to con­duct ambient air moni~oring (T~.~t ;Elementary,SGI\o.ol) ~~4 ·2) conduct unan-- ~ • i • o • I ,&. • ~ 1' · • 1 ""- I nounced evening inspections -~ri~ field observation~J~a~ are~ designed to ensure t• ~ 1 1 ~ • • I ~ • I compliance of all federal, s~:;~e; ·and lo~al p~gulation$~ ;,'··' 

1 ·. . • • •. ,.,. 

· • · · ;. I ·.·~.' ·: •. t 

Regarding Health: .... \,·:~·~: ~ .. ~·:·, ~l -?h?·:_\ :~·~;)/' 
I :. ~ i, o 

II ~~ , I. t ~ '1 ' 

While ABC Coke does emit air taxies (some of which are carcinogens including benzene, dibenzofurans, ethyl benzene naphthalene, PAHs. phenol, styrene, tolu­ene. and xylene). JCDH uses federal standards developed by EPA to reduce, con­trol, or eliminate air taxies and protect_public health. These standards are mainly National Emissions-Standards for H~zardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPS) and the Maximum Allowable Control Technology (MACT). In, addition, the Department assures that the air in Jefferson County meets federal clean air ~tandards. Current­ly, the county is designated a.S ·attaining ali' such standards. For more information on these standards visit http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/mactfiilalph.html. 
In addition, a relatively recent assessment of air taxies conducted (School Air Tax­
ies Study) by the USEPA in Tarrant City, with the monitoring site located at Tar­
rant Elementary School, yielded concentrations of benzene, arsenic, lead, and ben-

61 



QUESTIONS B: COMMENTS FROM PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD AND PUBLIC HEARING 
FOR ABC COKE 

zo(a)pyrene that were found to be below levels of concern, levels at which adverse 
health effects have been observed. Levels of lead, a pollutant for which there are 
national standards for ambient (outdoor) air, are below the level of the national 
standard for protection of public health. Levels of pollutants associated with coke 
plant emissions, including ben~~!le~ arsenic,.and Q,epzo(a)pyrene and associated 
longer-tenn concentration estimates were not as high as suggested by the infor­
mation available pribr to monitoring . . Although they were b~iow. the levels of sig­
nificant con~~rti'.that had ~~,~n,s.il~g~~~~4 b~ tl;te modeling inform;tibn, these results 
indicate tl;le influen~~ of tp~~~·P.C?lt~'!im:~.l.9.fco~cem e~itted from nearoy;sources. 

' ,. . , .,~. ~ .... .. .,(i£,1 ~"" -:". ~~ ... - f -t::: ... -~ • -."r ~ 
As a result, the air toxics-·I!1Ql\I~of1ng sti.11J.f y/a(ifot.,ex~nded atJhis scho~l or in 
this area. This mformatioftca,n be rouiid-J;t ) . .·, .. ~~ 1~ m ~ 

• 1 ..... · ~._, • •(•~ •lP- ~ , --··•r""' 

http://www.epa.l!ov/sc~o6!~~r/schools:~~lt·~~._':~~ •. Jf ~ ~ / 
"-' •· . -,.;-~- • '·"i . • ! - '¥. -1 

,.... - l "'· ~ -:. ... _ .. c. "' ;.. ""' .. JCDH does not have regu,l~tOry authoritY over any soil or supe[fund related issue, 
therefore any' soil information must be handled by EPA 

4) Comment #4 (Pag~ 24-28) 
. . 

' o I 

. I 

.. 
••• ! 

•' 

0. 
•• I I 

.. ... .. 
! '··li·' ... -· ....... 
tt' 

' ~.If 
.. 

' I I .. • ,I ~ !. I . I .• 

The Department understands your con.cems arid encourages·you to contact us as 
soon as possible at 930-1239 to file a timely complaint when you do see excess 
emissions or observe unpleas~nt odors. · . ··:. 

0' ~ 

With respect to your concerns about health, the· applicable rules and regulations in­
corporated into the permit are meant tb- -t:~9uce, minimize, and/or eliminate pollu­
tants so that citizens' health will not be adversely impacted. In addition, the De­
partment conducts monitoring within the vicinity of ABC Coke). Based on these 
monitoring results, the county is currently designated as meeting all federal stand­
ards for clean air. In addition, with respect to air toxics, concentrations of air tox­
ics as measured at Tarrant Elementary during the School Air Toxics Monitoring 
campaign did not result in any unacceptable risks, as determined by the USEPA. 
This information_ can be found at http://www.epa.gov/schoolair/schools.html 

The Department currently uses the acceptable risk range of lx 10-4 to 1x 10-6 guid­
ance provided by EPA for individual and cumulative concentrations; however, it is 
the Department's goal to continue to improve all air toxics levels to the lower end 
of the risk range. The Department achieves this goal by conducting air taxies stud-
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ies in conjunction with EPA and through NESHAP and MACT standards enforce­
ment. 

5) Comment #5 (Pages 29-32) 
~ .• .a, ~·:tr~ .. 4 • '•·• ~f·, ,... v \• " ,. ... - . \' ... , .... 

The Department up.derstands yo_ur concerns. . ........ 
.. ' 

. ,....1' _: -.. ~ .... ~. :_,1 .: .. ;.. '1.- -· .. , .... ~, --~ .. ~. . .. ~-,J, 
}I; J ) ; .. _r ~ · ·•'t ,_ ··~ i • "1\·"'· ' ·~. 6) Comment #6 (Pages. 33-34}.~;., -;'•.,:'•f /t ..... ·\ 

1
. - ~- ,.:.., - .. ,· ... •1:-~ ... v. .......... -~-·~·& :!"(f(~·-·-: -~~~~ ~-"'· ..t .. ~ . ~\".. ~~ • .., • .;;•!1.. l- ..... '-',~· •· or._,.., • "t ~ c.. - I' ,; .; ' ...-,. '''"'" ,.A J. ! •;: •. i:1£~f(,ll;i1:~- I 

1, ... ;-;~;tt~,'·'.·~'~·· ;.:, ';~,' ~~i :, ~ -;~ .... t·cc·· .. ·-· ,-.. ... :-t ~ . ~.,., ... -\. - t'~: ·~ ( 't ~~-·-;·~- • .. 'Iii-~ ~\ . -~ :.:"i #} ~ 
The county~is cuzy~ptl~ii~t!-~Ign~te~ ~~J~i~g f f, eral· h~lthy airj~tandards. 

·~ . .; •_ ~r-~~ ' - , •. - . ., .. . .l ·• i~ f) _l To continue' to irnprove:rui'.q~~~!J .ang f~~Pl'9te6t~-'pubhc health~across ~efferson 
County, the JCDH co~th;lu~s'~~O':.:n~orkjn~· with federal and state pr~grams to 
conduct ambiept air monitoring (Tarrant Elementary Schoo~ whic~ nms 24 hours a 
day) and 2) corlducting ·unannounce'd evening inspection.s :~nd field:observations 
that are designed· to ensure compliance of all feder~. state, and lo.cal regulations. 

~~ ' 
0 

! ,. ~ 4 • ~ ~ • L '• • o..: ~ I • : .~1 

' ., ,. : l Regarding Health: ,· .. : -~};, ·. ::~._;x ,.1'.: ·:·, ·. ;_. ' .... ::/ 
•t I ; • • 1 ~ •• ~~. ' I , · 'I 

.._ •. : •'. :, • I 4 I ~" ~.. , r \ , 1 1 ~ ,- , ! 

While ABC Coke does emit air toxics· (some ofw.h_\ch ar~,carcinogens including 
benzene, dibenzofurans, ethyl ben;zeP,e; haplitba.Ien~~ :pt.Jis, phenol, styrene, tolu­
ene, and xylene). JCDH uses.-fedetal standards dey~loped by EPA to reduce, con­
trol, or eliminate air toxics and protect public h~allh. These standards are mainly 
National Emissions Standards for Iiaza.fdt?!;!S'Air Pollutants (NESHAPS) and the 
Maximum Allowable Control Techno log}/ (MACT). In, addition, the Department 
assures that the air in Jefferson County meets federal clean air standards. Current­
ly, the county is designated as attaining all such standards. For more information 
on these standards_ visit http://www.epa.gov/tttYatw/mact:fnlalph.html. -

In addition, a relatively recent assessment of air toxics conducted (School Air Tox­
ics Study) by the USEPA in T_arrant City, with the monito~ng site located at Tar­
rant Elementary School, yielded concentrations of benzene, arsefl:ic, lead, and ben­
zo(a)pyrene that were found to be below levels of concern, levels at which adverse 
health effects have been observed. Levels of lead, a pollutant for which there are 
national standards for ambient (outdoor) air, are below the level of the national 
standard for protection of public health. Levels of pollutants associated with coke 
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plant emissions, including benzene, arsenic, and benzo(a)pyrene and associated 
longer-term concentration estimates were not as high as suggested by the infor­
mation available prior to monitoring. Although they were below the levels of sig­
nificant conce1n that had been suggested by the modeling information, these results 
indicate the influence of these pollutants of conc~m emitted from nearby sources. • I 

As a result, the air tox~cs monitoring study was not extendeq at this school or in 
this area. This infonnation can be f9und at · ' ·. http://www.epa.gov/scho?lair/~~hools_.hunl. 

, . . •· 
I .. 

No answer. · .. 

'· -
8) Comment #8 (Page 37 -40) 

, . . 
., 

. 
·~ .. 
' 

The Department c'urrently uses the acceptable risk range of lxlQ-4 to lxl0-6 guid­
ance provided by EPA for individual and cumulative concentrations; however, it is 
the Department's goaJ to continue to improve all ai~ t9xics ,levels to the lower end 
of the risk range. The Department achieves this goal by conducting air taxies stud­
ies in conjunction with EPA a~d through NESHAP anq MACT standards enforce­
ment. 

' ' . . ' 

In addition, the applicable rules and regulations incorporated into the permit are 
meant to reduce, minimize, and/or eliminate pollutants so that citizens' health will 
not be adversely impacted. In addition, the Department conducts monitoring with­
in the vicinity of ABC Coke). Based on these monitoring results, the county is cur­
rently designated as meeting all federal standards for clean air. 

In addition, with respect to air taxies, concentrations of air taxies as measured at 
Tarrant Elementary during the School Air Taxies Monitoring campaign did not re­
sult in any unacceptable tisks, as determined by the US EPA. This information can 
be found at http://www .epa.gov/schoolair/schools.htmJ 

9) Comment #9 (Pages 41-42) 
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The Department would like to thank you for your comment and ask that if you ob­serve excess emissions, unpleasant odors or soot deposits to call 930-1239 to file a timely complaint. 

Jefferson County Department of Health has the mission of improving air quality to protect public health acro~s JeffersonjCountY. The JCPij accomplishes this goal by 1) work with fe<Jeral and stat~ programs to con-duct ambient air monitoring (Tarrant Elem~ntary School) 4) cqnciucots inspections unannoun~edo day and night to ensure C?nlpliam~oe ,o(~~l oo(e~o~F~l~: st~te?, ~.d local regulations. ':
0

• -,~ r.• ' :.. it -...... "'- -t: ·-~~ j::. )..~""~ •:/.~,' I I • ' ~- -

.... 10) Comment #t(ffiiii ·~~o 42~~4)0~?~!£,0 ~ .~;~~o~:i¥,0 ~, '>l. f 0 0 o oloo i \~..: , g 
0 0 olo~ , 0 •~ 0 

.... ~ o~ to· 
I 

; <J Eie·· ':1~: · ?.J. ··~·~~,~·, \.~.~ • t,_;k-! !~; ~~ ; 
: ~,~, 1:1'. •• ~~ .... • • ... .... ;~ ...... .~ 

' ~ \ !(~ .' ~·-~~- -li-! .:_; ~-;: L~• • . .,.. • .. -.. U.. / 
1 I 1 ,r:.t:' ;\:·(~ )\..f·., ~ ,.! :1 e ,~! The Department wotildJik~~o thank ~oU:J'or ~is q(>huP,ent. Th~:Department, since the public hearing, i~ aqalyz;ing-W,ays~ tg~ihelijde•ihterpteters anli staff to address multilingual c~omnu.w,itle~., 'th~):)epartmt:mt'had an interpreter present:at the Walter Coke public hefiring and will make this a part of an Envirorunentalo Health Services policy moving f~rward.o 0 

' • • • • '

0o · , . · 0 

• ,• • 
... ', o 

0 il II •• I ~;~ 
• •' I •;-• .1 

11) Comment #11 (Pages 044·46) -· .. . . ::r 
• • • ;. : 1• r • , ~ ,.;• 

. ' ... .. ,· ) ·~ }I - . i I All Title V permits issued every fivf! ye~ b~is iP ~ccon;lance with the federal re· quirements of 40 CFR Part 70: 0 ' ·. _: 0.... , , . ,, .. o' 
' 

.~ I ,,._ . o· The county is currently in designated;as:;;ttta.inin8'all federal healthy air standards. ' ! 

To continue to improve air quality and to protect public health across Jefferson County, the JCDH continues to: 1) working with federal and state programs to conduct ambient air monitoring (Tarrant Elementary School which runs 24 hours a day) and 2).conducting unannounced evening inspections and field observations that are designed to ensure compliance of all federal, state, and local regulations. 
Regarding Health: 

While ABC Coke does emit air toxics (some of which are carcinogens including benzene, dibenzofurans, ethyl benzene naphthalene, PAHs, phenol, styrene, tolu­ene, and xylene). JCDH uses federal standards developed by EPA to reduce, con­trol, or eliminate air toxics and protect public health. These standards are mainly 
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National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPS) and the Maximum Allowable Control Technology (MACT). In, addition, the Department assures that the air in Jefferson County meets federal clean air standards. Current­ly, the county is designated as attaining all such standards. For more information on these standards visit http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/mactfnlalph.html. 
J~.;.,. r"L-·-- a ..... , .... ... , .. 

In addition, a relatively_~ecent assessment of air toxics co~d~cted (School Air Tax­
ies Study) by the USEPA in Tarrant City, with the monitoring site located at Tar--·- -· J 

... rant ElementCJIY School, yielci~d..Go.ticyi,itniti9ns of benzene, arsenic;:{ead, and ben-!."( I ·• l ~; '• ·':' ~- j 
•:• zo(a)pyrene that were; (Ou!ldtq·'Q~~~el&W ley~ls of concern, levels at which adverse 

health e~~cts have b~~~~~~gj;W~j?~y~~:of,le'atl!:.~ p§Jlutant fpr which ~ere are 
national sfFdarcis -for i~~lfmt _< outdo~~i~it. ate_ be'!~'\~~. !~Y~! o~ the np~iona1 
standard for .proteqtion~.:t>J F~~~1c he~tij.,I:evl11s of p,ollgtants ~~oc1ated ~tth coke 
plant emissions, in~iii4llig~=~~i!z~J.?.~· ·~s~~i~, ~nd ~nzq(a)pyre~e and a§~ociated 
longer-term 'cpncentr~.tionr-~stiinat~s were not as high as suggested by .the infor-. ..... -· ... _,- ' 

~ mation available ptior to monitorirtg. Although they were below th~Jevels of sig-
nificant concerrl-that had been suggested by the rr;todelirg infonna~ion, these results 
indicate the intl~~£lce of th~se pollutants of concern emitted from·1nearby sources. 
As a result, the air tgxics monitoring study was not extended at this school or in 
this area. This information can be found at . . . 

.... . ~. • '\.. • l ' '~ .. •• http://www .epa.gov/schdolair/schools.html. ; . ·,. , · ~1.., 3 ..., .. 

. ,, ; t 
' • ~-_,t .. . ·"' 

' • ; i". . Regarding zoning Issues: A ' 

T 

' 

,;. . ~ ' 
The Department has no authority when it relates to zoning issues. Please contact your local county or zoning board with regards to these issues. 

12) Comment #12 (Pages 46-50) 

The Depattment appreciates your concern for the community. 

The Depat1ment would like to thank you for this comment and will incorporate 
evaluation methods into further public hearings according to public interest. With respect to the size and location of the public hearing for ABC Coke, the Depmt­
ment held the public hearing open from 1:00pm to 4:00pm to allow for citizens to 
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comment any time during that period. For future public hearings, the Department 
has taken steps to ensure the adequacy of seating capacity and that the location will 
be held in a place that's more accessible to affected citizens. As a result of these 
and similar requests, the Department held the Walter Coke public hearing at a 
community centralized location the North Birmingham Library from 4:00pm-
7:30pm. .·-l"/.,, . ..,.;~·--""'. ,,r.- "··- '"tq t"."···'~,~ •••.• _·~~ 

»ol't-~,o. t ' .' -, '":I!' ... _ 

The county is clll}ently in_d~si~ate~. a~, ~ttaining all federal healtlJ.y air standards. 
,f"~·J.,~ ;. ,, {.-(•(~~- :_~::~<~~ ·);~·~;~~-·:,,j;' -.. ·o~~-

TO continy.e1to imp~c,ry~.~Awit~~~{~~g.Jp eto~~~t.public health across Jefferson 
County, ~e ~CD~;~~P:~~~~}~~:~T~~r~~~~Iqli~~~~4\{~de~~ and s~~e prograjns to 
conduct a~bte.n~ ~I~?~~~~~t·~~~g (Tarr~.J~~~~P,.~~ ~hool w.~tch runs j-4 ~ours a 
day) and 2~ .. cond~c.~~n~~~$~o~~e~~YJ;~&d~s~~tl~JIS' and ~eld obs~~at~ons 
that are des~gned tQ ;~P.~%~2~~han~~~~f-~~---~~!q,e~~l, sJfte, an~~local re~ulat10ns. 

'r ) ' . ·•~ ·!):,- ··•~:,%' • C· .,.w;~-~tj.,- • ,l·,;.J-~ J•r. ,I:;_ 

. \ ·:.' ~-~:~~ .. :·:.-:~~~:j~~.::f'~;~~<~~~~~~;-~:·_,r~~·'·- -·· -
Regardmg He~.~: _ · .. · ... , :~·;_:,;·,. ;> ,._,:i-· - -~:·:.;. 

~~J. 
1

1 

,._ 1;_·, ·, ·.·1' I 

011 1 ~ ··I '.:'' '.:. •• ·.·: ~~~· ••• ~~ 
0 , , ~ 1 • 'I 1 f ~ ' -. • ~ I ' ,-.t 

While ABC Coke:d9es c;~_ita~ t<?,xics (so~e .o~· ~h~9~ a~e. c~cinogens including 
benzene, dibenzofurans ; 'etflyl-l?¢niene-naphthal~rie, . PA}Is~ phep.bl, styrene, tolu­
ene, and xylene). JGQH.use(fe~er,al ~t~~irrds .devt;lop~d by)~PA to reduce, con­
trol, or eliminate air td~cs .~d'. p~ot~ct publi~_ h~hitp~- Thes~·standards are mainly 
National Emissions Staii:4~~.fdt~~ai:a~us;\AffiP~ll~~tS· (NESHAPS) and the 
Maximum Allowable Conir~. T¢;c~~J9_g_i.~~1).' .. ~ti~faddition, the Department 
assures that the air in J effersoli, Couritf tneets federal ~clean air standards. Current­
ly, the county is designated as attaip_ing"ati·s~ch-_s~dards. For more information 

... -::! .••• "'1,•• 

on these standards visit http://www.epa.gov/ttrlfatw/mactfnlalph.html. 
'•.r 

In addition, a relatively recent assessment of air taxies conducted (School Air Tax­
ies Study) py the USEPA in Tarrant City, with th~ monitoring site located at Tar­
rant Element~ry School, yield~d .concentrationS of benzene, arsenic, lead, and ben­

zo(a)pyren~ that were found to be below leveis of concemt levels at• which adverse 
health ~ffects have been observed. Levels of lead, a pollutant for which there are 
national s'tandard$ for ambient-(o.utdoor) air, are below the level of th~ national . 
standard =ror prot~ctton of p~bli~ health. Levels of ·pollutants associated with coke 
plant emissions, including benzene, arsenic, and benzo(a)pyrene and associated 

longer-term concentration estimates were not as high as suggested by the infor­
mation available pdor to monitoring. Although they were below the levels of sig­
nificant concern that had been suggested by the modeling infonnation, these results 
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indicate the intluence of these pollutants of concern emitted from nearby sources. 

As a result. the air toxics monitoring study was not extended at this school or in 

this area. This information can be found at 

http://www .epa. f!ov/schoolair/schools.html. 

'"'II ... : 

. "· -~ ··-... : 
.... _ 

13) Comm~~t #13 (Page~ ?l~$~) . -... ~ 
..:·' -· ... :.~ ' ."' .!~. : .. - • -\ 

~· . - · ~ ...... ~ .,_ ... ~-~?:.til'-:!.z .. -.~~--- "''"' .. ~ -\, ,~ 
The Depaf.tment ~nder~!~nd~:'your· c~~~e~ ~~ct-~i}.£0U~ages yqit to contaCt us as 
soon as possible at;93q;Jf~9 to file ~- fup.ely compl!Pn~~J?.ep y§u do see~ 'excess 
emissions ~r obserye ~P.!easant odois.gj~l~ tb~ peP)rtmen~'~ standat:d working 
hours are from 7:45am t<i4-~;30 pm, th~ p~pa~etit ctfnducts I].ight-time inspec­
tions of the f~cility·an~Qr qbserva.ti.o~s .. of the atea to ·observe tlie presence of any 
excess emissiq_ns that filay occur at -~ight, .. 

\ .4' 

•. ~ 

The county is currently in .designated as attai11ing all federal he~lthy air standards. 

To continue to impr6ve air quality and to prote~t public health across Jefferson 
County, the JCDH continues to: l )_ ~orking with feder~ ai}d state programs to 
conduct ambient air monitoring (''fattant Elementary Scqool which runs 24 hours a 
day) and 2) conducting unannounced evening inspe~tipns and field observations 
that are designed to ensure compli~nce ofall federal~ state, and local regulations. 

~ . ~ 

Regarding Health: 

While ABC Coke does emit air toxics (some of which are carcinogens including 
benzene, dibenzofurans, ethyl benzene naphthalene, PAHs, phenol, styrene, tolu­
ene, and xylene). JCDH uses federal standards developed by EPA to reduce, con­
trol, or eliminate air toxics and protect public health. These standards are mainly 
National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPS) and the 
Maximum Allowable Control Technology (MACT). In, addition, the Department 
assures that the air in Jefferson County meet'! federal clean air standards. Current­
ly, the county is designated as attaining all such standards. For more information 
on these standards visit http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/mactfnlalph.html. 
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In addition, a relatively recent assessment of air toxics conducted (School Air Tox ~ 
ics Study) by the USEPA in Tarrant City, with the monitoring site located at Tar­
rant Elementary School, yielded concentrations of benzene, arsenic, lead, and ben­
zo(a)pyrene that were found to be below levels of concern, levels at which adverse 
health effects have been observ_eq,,.,Levels .oflead~ a pollutant for which there are I . national standards for ambient (outdoor) air, are below the .Jevel of the national 
standard for protectioi~ ·of public h~alt~. Levels of pollutants ~ssosiated with coke 
plant emissiqns,' inclu4ing b~n~ene, -~seni~, and benzo(a)pyrene and ~ssociated 
longer-terrii ~oncentratioir ~s-~i~~·were' not as high as suggested by t~e. infor-t • _J..., -·~· ;·~~,i.~".:r:~;-.. ;t·~$-: .. :~o; _.-..-,~:..._'~~s..; """'1 Jt t. ~ ; I mation av~ilab1e prior to n) .. offitoriilg.:.• Attho'!Iglfth_~y 'lfere bela~ the levels of sig-
nificant co\ cem ilia'thrrd. Jj~en sugge_st~at5§. ~{~~aeifug info~ation, ttlese results • • :;. • " • •• _;: ;~. • • ~~-~~ l ~ ., ;.· ' 1. f,~~ ~~.• ., "" ~; L mdtcate th~. mflue~c~ ?J'.try~~~ pollutp..nt%:0~ 9oncewr e113ttted fr~m nearby sources. 
As a result, the air ~o.xh~ ·~$~of~Pg~~t.q4y;Y{.as. not extended a:f:.this sc~bol or in 
this area. This information ·can ~found. at . , , ~ • 1 ,~ • . .. ·~ I • • • ,6 

http://www.epa. gov/sch~olili/s~h~ols.hfnil._ · . ·. 
·:· • t 

I . ' ... 
· , : .. . •'.;t 

The Department currently uses the ·acceptable risk ra~ge of lx10~4 to lxl0-6 guid­
ance provided by EPA for individuat and cumul~tive concentrations; however, it is 
the Department's goal ~o contitiue ·tp improve all .. ~t toxics I~v"els to the lower end 
of the risk range. The Department .achieve~ this goal qy cqriducting air toxics stud­
ies in conjunction with EPA and tqrough .NESHAP andMACT standards enforce-ment. ~, ( · · · =: · ,, • 

" <,. . : :-'. .: .. : -: .->.:;.. 
.,· i .•• . ' ' With respect to complaints, the Departrilent"responds to complaints as promptly as 

possible. The Department resultantly responds back to the complainants on there~ 
suits of any investigations. If there are concerns about any specific complaint 
please call (205)930-1239 

Regarding Time and Place of Hearing: 

The Department would like to thank you for this comment and will incorporate 
evaluation methods into further public hearings according to public interest. With 
respect to the size and location of the public hearing for ABC Coke, the Depart­
ment held the pubJic hearing open from 1:00pm to 4:00pm to allow for citizens to 
comment any time during that period. For future public hearings, the Department 
has taken steps to ensure the adequacy of seating capacity and that the location will 
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be held in a place that's more accessible to affected citizens. As a result of these 
and similar requests, the Department held the Walter Coke public hearing at a 
community centralized location the North Birmingham Library from 4:00pm-
7:30pm. 

.- ~ I 

14) Comment #14 (Pages 55·58) 
t, ' • 

•. I 

. · !t~ .• 
' ·. The Departme·nt appre~iat~s yo~ son.~¢xn for the community. 

·~, ].., , II i• :, • • ~ ... I ;_ i I I • 

Regarding. and Time wlti"l?i~t~·pf Jie~g~. · · .. ~~;:·"~ ~· ~ ·; .... f[;~ ':-~::.""~ ..P , • • " '"'"'~~ , : a • \; r ~"!l • , , ~; r~_:- ·~~,~~ • ' i; . ~ • ' • ~ ~ !1 t • .....~ .._ ~ • C-...... r ., - " )""--- r,;. .. _,. - ... 

The ~ effers~~ Co?nty f?.~~~ment of !!~~~~ gr~t~~ b?Jh a pu~~ic information 
rneetmg and: public h~a,png ~9r the restd~pts of Tarrant:.. · ~ 

t'--'!,. , ~..., ·'"·"t,. "")..,..,.. • {'J 1 .;\;~""· ........ ""' •.r ~ • : r-: (-• 
.. I : J~ !. - r ·;.l \ ~~- ~!. ~ ' 

The following demonstrates how the D~partment has met environmental justice 
guidance conce?Iing p~nnitting. . . . .... /: 

.. 
The Department also conducted the following above ~nd beyond the minimum re-
quirements for Titie V Participation: . · 

1) Published dra~ permit and public notice op JCDH we~site. 
2) Granted and published public qearing·notice on March 9, 2014 in the Bir­

mingham News all,owing the public 36 days (instehd of the minimum of 30 
days) before the date of the publ~c hearing on,April14, 2014; 

3) Held training for North B_irmingham Community Leaders March 19, 2014 
on coke plant operations; ·-.. ·· ' . 

•. I • 

4) Held public information meeting on·March 31, 2014 at Tarrant Intermedi-
ate School in order to give the public/affected citizens a chance for mean­
ingful involvement; 

Regarding notification of the public information meeting, required advance 
notice of public was given in the Birmingham News, on the Department's 
website, on signage in front of Tarrant Elementary for eleven days. 

5) Granted and held a public hearing regarding the Title V Permit for ABC 
Coke on Aprill4, 2014 from 1:00-4:00 at JCDH's Conference Room A; 

6) Held additional permitting process and coke plant training on April 12, 
2014 and Aprill5, 2014 at the North Binningham Library and the Harri­
man Park Recreation Facility; 
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7) Extended the public comment period closed on Aprill8, 2014 giving an 
effective comment period of 68 days (as opposed to the regulatory mini­
mum of 30 days; 

The Department would like to thank you for this comment and will incorporate 
evaluation methods into fut1h~r· public liearings~ccorqing to public interest. With respect to the size an~Uodition of th~ public hearing for ABC ,Coke, the Depart­
ment held the publit ·hearipg,9P.en froJ.ll ~:00 pm to 4:00pm to· all~w for citizens to 
comment any tifue dlJtingJh~(p~nod~ ~cir fllture public hearings, the Oepartment has taken ~t~ps to eq~1;e th<:~.'~d~q~c)i:'of=s~ating capacity and that the' location will i . ! • -' lj (..1,·;·''\,. ... t . . .. ... !'t • • ~- .... _ - • - ~ be held i~a plac~ ,th~~f~~2~~·;~9:~17,$~~~l~J~r-¥.ifet?t~1 ci~zens. ~}a resultpfthese and simi~af requ~s~s,'~~~ReRartment~~f=~;th~·'ra,l~~r %o~e pubJ.ic hearing at a commumcy centralize4.tJ~~~tton the N9~:B~g~~IWI:.tbra~;from 4:gD pm-7·30 pm 'i. •• :J~"' '7-i,\·; .· . . ;1r]!;;, ,. ) . '- lr '! '~~ li • • ... r~· ·• ·· ... -~ • ·:; r. ;;::., • · • J .# -' _ .. _ ~~-\ \ ,, ... ·~·, ~. ' . '· ~- ·~~~l: _\ --' ._..., ~ t ' • • ~4.· 1-t . .-r ._. - t • r· "\ h • I "'· .c_'.- ;.( · i ·, ··rJ~; . }· ..... ~j"'-4~::...:":, · :i~r·") ... -1 r"'w.r.·~ . • .. -'·"" ~ 
The Permit r~.newafg~cess f?J;~f~9i!itief1s ci~termined by the permit J~xpiration date and due fo the v~ous avenues fofpublic inyolvement J.CDH extended both 
Permit commen! ~~ri<?<;is from tlle.normal30.day,requireme,nt to 6qdays for both 
permits. JCDH al~<;>. a8 _m~nti{i~~d ~?ove conqucted v_ci.r~o~s lo_cat~pns for communi-
ty involvement. \ ·. · _,: · ~ . . _ . _ : _ - , . i 

I I • I 

With respect to the site and location of the public hearing,-{or future similarly oc-~ . . . ·-casions, we will try to elisJli."e the adequacy of sea~g c~pwacity and that the location 
will be held in a place that's. inore·ac.c~s.s~ble.t(? aff~c~~d Citizens. As a result, for the hearing on Walter Coke, \ve will be conducting Jh~ hearing in the afternoon within the community. ''<. .. •r· .,.;·;':' ·· 

•';I I • ) ; •., f ... .. , ;.. -~~ .. ~-,~· · 

15) Comment #IS (Pages 58-62) ·--. 

The Departm~nt appreciates your concem for the community. ~ 

The county is currently in designated as attaining a11 federal healthy air standards. 

To continue to improve air quality and to protect public health across Jefferson 
County, the JCDH continues to: l) working with federal and state programs to 
conduct ambient air monitoring (Tarrant Elementary School) and 2) conducting 
unannounced evening inspections and field observations that are designed to en­
sure compliance of all federal, state, and local regulations. 
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Regarding Health: 

While ABC Coke does emit air taxies (some of which are carcinogens including 
benzene, dibenzofurans~ ethyl benzene naphthalene, PAHs, phenol, styrene, tolu~ 
ene, and xylene). JCDH uses federal standards developed by EPA to reduce, con­
trol, or eliminate air toxics ~~d protect public .. health. J'~ese standards are mainly 
National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants CNESHAPS) and the 
Maximum Allowable-Contr:ol TechnoJogy (MACT). In, addition, the Department 
assures that tpe.tair in Jeffe~ojl,C9tpttY}~r1e~ts federal clean air standards. Current­
ly, the county is design~t~q:as att~ining:all s~ch standards. For more information 
on these standards vlsiillttp97.~ww.epa:go:V!ttiilatw!tnactfn1aloh.html. l 

·} . \ ~ '->~.;,; .... ':l-...... i . >J ~·,·To' ... .....i·J.~ ~t- ~ 1" 
. .... , 7.: h' .. 1 • ' . ·~ [.::. . -- - • ' - 7 \ t.J r- ~ t 

In additioq, a rel~tivel).1[e~nt asses·sme.~t.~(~r tOJt1CS~fOll4'Qc.~d (Scho9l Air Tax-
ies Study) by the v~~!\W·:Tarrant Ci~,, ~ftb'th~Jno!!~toring "sjt~ located at Tar­
rant ElemenJary S~J:lo~f! yt~~?e~'"'cQn~~i?t~ati~n~ pf be~ene, ar~~mc, lead, and ben­
zo(a)pyrene ·\hat were [pund to p.e b~lo~· levels of concern, levels at ~,hich adverse 
health effects pave b~en observed. Levels ·of lend, a pollutant for which there are . -
national standa"J,"ds. for ambient (outdoor) air, are below ilie:level of the national 
standard for protection of public health. Levels of pollritants associated with coke 
plant emissions, ihcluding benzene, arseniC, and benz()(a)pyrene ·and associated 
longer-term concentration estimates were not as high as s~gge&fed by the infor­
mation available prioF to monitoring. Although they ~~t:e b~1ow the levels of sig­
nificant concern that had: been suggested by the :q1odeling information, these results 
indicate the influence of the~e polluta.Q.ts of concern e~tted from nearby sources. 
As a result, the air taxies mon~toring st11dy was not extended at this school or in 
this area. This information can be found a:t- ., _ 
http://www.epa.gov/schoolair/schools.htn1~· _=- .-. ,. · 

.,. 
The Department conducts air toxics monitoring studies in conjunction with EPA. 
Based on monitored concentrations, the EPA then typically conducts a tisk as­
sessment to dete.nnine if emissions need to be reduced. The risk assessment is then 
used to det~rmine if health relateo studies are warranted by the Agency for Toxic 
Substance.and Disease Registry (ATSDR) which condt1cts public health assess­
ments using the monitored concentrations. 

" . 
The JCDH relies on the EPA and the ATSDR to conduct health/pollution related 
correlation shtdies. These type studies require resources that are not readily availa­
ble at a local level. To the view the process for a risk assessment please visit: 
http://epa.~ov/riskassessmentlbasicinformation.htm#arisk. 
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Visit http://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/training/public-health-assessment-overviewlhtml/ 
for a definition of public health assessments or 
http://www .atsdr.cdc.gov/HACIPHA/HCPHA.asp?State=AL for public health as­
sessments and consultations conducted in the State of Alabama. 

The JCDH has not currentlyJeceived a:n}fiiew·or·add_iti,onal federal funding to 
conduct and/or assist in aliy addition'!-! healtb/poUution.studi~s in the Tarrant Area. 
The Department is..-dDly mandated to conduct monitoring for critelja air pollutants. 
In addition, the·"i:)epaJtmenr.d9~~,_Il~t_Ii~ve ~he. capacity to conduct sp~~ialized, 
comprehe9sfve heal~ -~s;S~§~~.~~~~~~~~~·~.ep~~nt works closely with. organiza­
tions sue~ as ATS~R.}R:f.PjnP.f~~~~~~4~~\t~P.~&: or~~es~ments. ~ l 

:..: . . . •. 1ti .. ~·y_- ... .... ..~ '\-~, ·=- <,~:!. ' :".•:,. ;;.:1 ~ ~ 
,_ · - · ... ~.t· .;.8ro. ~- .•. '·<l' ..:\.·:".< ·•·-. - ·~.IJ ··~ fJl .' - . . ~ ., .. •!tj. ·'." - ' ......, r. •.• (' -· . 1 1->.,' :t>; ... . 

The DepafVnent _w9~~~~~~ -~0 thank x~~~9tJhj~ 'cgMent-an~;'}vi~l ~c~fPorate. 
evaluation methods ... mtp:~~r-publ~9;Ji.~ariogs :a~fOrdipg to ptJbhc mt~rest. Wtth 

, .;' :~."'1'•. •t.'!a~! ... J '~ • .. ~ · "· ,. ~ • ,t; 1Vr ":' 
respect to ili.~ size ariP: .J9¢~lJpp.;~f the;'P.U;bU<r heafing for ABC.eoke, ~e Depart-
ment held the __ publi~ ~~e)rillg:9p~~f!~·~. l:OO'p~ to 4:00pm to allow for citizens to 
comment any 'tjme during th~t pecl6d'!. ForJuture pq.bJi~ hearings, the~ Department 
has taken steps· tp ensure. tp.e adequacy of seating- capacity ,and th~9he location will 
be held in a place. that'~ mo~e ~l?c~ssible to ~ec~ed c~t!~ens. ' As a:·result of these 
and similar requests, the Department ·hel~ the Walter Coke public hearing at a 
community centralized locatloll;· Qt~ ·North l3irmingham·Lilirary.-from 4:00 pm-

.;;~ - .. 1; • - '-r·r ... ~ ~;~· ~· ·. l / · : 7·30 pm ··. ,,_.. -.. ·.• · . · ·~ ,. .. · .. ·. -... · t .. _ ·' ·- . ·\,~J 

. . ; -~<: :~:,;:·~'\,<~\,;~ j::;:):. : - -,:~]';::/' 
16) Comment #16 (Pages '62--:~4) . : ... , . .-,\ :~ f~·_!- .:. 

., • ·.'::i~ ~~:· ;~, > ~1 :~ 
Due to the concerns over air pollution and soot at Presbyterian Manor the Depart­
ment has conducted an indoor air assessment and will continue to work with the 

: 

community tc;>· analyze the comments received during the public comment period. 
On May 16, 2014, the Department conduCted an indoor air inspection. The inspec­
tion did not reflect the conditions outlined in the complaints. The Department not­
ed very clean conditions ' as well as nq evidence of soot deposition inside the 
apartments or in the air handling systems for the building (on the roof). The De· 
partment will inspect again if more complaints are received. The Department 
would ask that if you observe excess emissions, unpleasant odors or soot deposits 
to call 930-1239 to file a timely complaint. 
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Jefferson County Department of_ Health has the mission of improving air quality to 
protect public health across Jefferson County. The JCDH accomplishes this goal 
by 1) working with federal and state programs to con-duct ambient air monitoring 
(Tarrant Elementary School) 2) conducting inspections unannounced day and night 
to ensure compliance of all federal, ,state,- andJocal regulations. 

-. ...;,..-.." I .,. '~ 
. • -:. • ! .. 

17) Com~erti#17 (Pages 64-66) - ·,, ,..,, 
I I ~ .J ...-.. 

The Departo;tent ~ppreci~t~s-. yo~~ .C.o.nce~-for the community. . "o:~, .,. 
~ .. - .. ·, .... , _!_ ···r->~~f~t·~--';:(:i~

1

-,.\'~-·>~ ..• ..,~ . J 

The county is curre~tl~ in·J~estg(i~teci .. il$;~t~~Wilg~~l f¢deral b~~thy air s,fandards . 
., - ,1 ~~~·~·-t , ~ ~ ~! 1 '..(- - ~ .• • >4\\, ~~ l' { '. ~-,L.O~· ". ·.;.u.·"".·- )·• • • ... '1!-; • ' ,. - .. 'l _(',{ ¥:.:."' .f,. .- .. • ~ , .. c. 

To continu~ to itnprove·a~-quality and tQ -ptote~t p~bti¢"healt1/~cross Jefferson 
County, thelCDH~~orf~~~~~~t~~:. 1) ~B~~g~~~~-lgder~l and sf~~e programs to 
conduct amBient arr momtormg (Tarrant Ele~entary School which rugs 24 hours a 
day) and 2) cq nductin{ uriannoimt ed ~vening inspections and field observations 
that are desigii~d to ensure compliance of all federal, state, and local regulations. 

f . 

' ~ . 
·=::· . 

Regarding Health:'· 

~ ~ I : ~ 

' 

l • ' • 
• ' 

. . ' I " \,. ' ' .. - • • · f. 
•• 10 ".. • .J . : . ... . ~r· 
I '. : • . • 

... .. .'·· 
While ABC Coke does emit air toxic$ (sQme· of which are carcinogens including 
benzene, dibenzofurans, ethyl benzene Qaphtba)ene, p Alfs, phenol, styrene, tolu­
ene, and xylene). JCDH uses federal standtirds developed by EPA to reduce, con­
trol, or eliminate air toxics and protect public hea~tb." These standards are mainly 
National Emissions Standards for -Hazardous Aif Pollutants (NESHAPS) and the 
Maximum Allowable Control Technology (MACT). In, addition, the Department 
assures that the air in Jefferson County meets federal clean air standards. Current­
ly, the county is designated as attaining all such standards. For more information 
on these standards visit http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/mactfnlalph.html. 

In addition, a relatively recent assessment of air toxics conducted (School Air Tax­
ies Study) by the USEPA in Tarrant City, with the monitoring site located at Tar­
rant Elementary School, yielded concentrations of benzene, arsenic, lead, and ben~ 
zo(a)pyrene that were found to be below levels of concern, levels at which adverse 
health effects have been observed. Levels of lead, a pollutant for which there are 
national standards for ambient (outdoor) air, are below the level of the national 
standard for protection of public health. Levels of pollutants associated with coke 
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In addition, a relatively recent assessment of air taxies conducted (School Air Tax­

ies Study) by the USEPA in Tarrant City, with the monitoring site located at Tar­

rant Elementary School, yielded concentrations of benzene, arsenic, lead, and ben­

zo(a)pyrene that were found to be below levels of concern, levels at which adverse 

health effects have been observed. Levels of lead, a pollutant for which there are 

national standards for ambient (outdoor)' air; ate below the level of the national 

standard for protecti9p, of public health. Levels of pollutants ~~sociated with coke 

plant emissions, J,ncluding .9euzene, ~!se~ic, and benzo(a)pyrene ~nd associated 

longer-term ~oficentratiop. ·est.iin~te~ w~.;e 'not as high as suggested by..the infor­

mation ava,il~ble priof to '·~q~it?J:iiJg~. ~~-~oiigh they were below the lev~ls of 

signi~c~! col)ce~Jl!a~!~~~~p.~~~~~~~~~~Fd·brtl!~mopeling .~ormation; these re­

sults mdtc~te the. influ¢n~~of these pol~).J!~t~ of cop.c~jn emttted from n_earby 

sources. A,s a res~lt; t~r·~U" taxies ~~4ir2ti~g.~~d¥iW.,~s not e~tended a~ this 

school or iq;, this are~: I~~l~o~atio5~~=be ~o~na a~ r~ f 
http://www .'epa.gov/schoolarr/scbools.litml, ... ~,..::-~ . r.~ ·~. ~ 

.ct. .:,f.;' ... , ~. . . . .... ·· .. - . "- . jr 
Regarding PubJic Comment Location and Duration: · ;'' 

i· . • 

4 : t • ~ 

The Department Wt;mld like to thank you for this conunerit ,ill1d will incorporate 

evaluation methodS iqto further public hearings aq:ordi.ngto public interest. With 

respect to the size anqlocatiort of ~e' J?.Ublic hearing f<;>~ ABC.Coke, the Depart­

ment held the public h~aring operi1fiom:I:OO pm to 4:00pm to allow for citizens to 

comment any time duririg that ~riod. for future ~ublic ,h_earings, the Department 

has taken steps to ensure tiu! aqequacy' of seating capacitY and that the location will 

be held in a place that' s more aqc~ssibl~ to affected..d fizens. As a result of these 

and similar requests, the Departmept he.ld the Walt~r Coke public hearing at a 
. . • . I" 

community centralized location the North :airmingham Library from 4:00 pm-

7:30pm. 

The Petmit renewal process for facilities is determined by the permit expiration 

date and due to the various avenues for public involvement JCDH extended both 

Permit comment periods from the normal 30 day requirement to 60 days for ABC 

Coke. JCDH also conducted a public infonnation session at Tarrant Intermediate 

Schooi 

For ABC Coke, the comment period started on Sunday, February 91
b and ended on 

Friday, April 18th. 
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19) Comment #19 (Pages 70-71) 

The Department appreciates your comment. 
o.'·~· .. .t ~f'"';J..t .:-... _ ...... ~.;-~, ..... ~ f""' ·;o. ~"l. I 

,...;_,~,) I 
_,_ 

"· .. '•..-, 
~ .... ··· . ~~. 

20) Comment.#20 (Pag~~ 71~73) "'•• . .., 
• ' ' ') . I ~ I , , i ,. t:, ~ 

.. ~ .t • \ • t :/~ • • \ ~ - • .-t~ . : .. ' . . ~'\ 

.~;; '!' o •,!. r '' :.;~_,:-, ~·"' .r : • ., . :·' ~ -. "' & 

Due to th~ cbnce_m~ ~vepm)j~!J~~~~~~~~ -~_pot at Presbyterian Manor th~ Depart-

ment has conducted;_ aii-~iiidooFrur.issessm~i an~wiU-~continu~to work ~ith the 
. ~- . ~~ .··.·~-~~-··;:~~? .t:~ .• , - .~::··.~~~~r.~.-~-·~~ ·. ~ . ~t~ ·-.~~, .~~ t • 

commumcy to anal~~~):lt~.cottunents re~~1ved; dyritig f&e public: comment penod. 
!. ' : -li•-r. 'i' "\~~~ '· i ... ...,.. __ .. _ • !<,; .) 

On May 16, 20 14; -th~ .P~H'artment co~~U.C.\e9:· tw .inefoqit air inspection. The inspec-
·- .. \' · ... .,~~ ... -- ·•fl t' ., "•\ ~.-l.,;:;·J··d .... ·::· }!· ·"' - .. -~ 

tion did not':fefleet ~e!~o~~q9~.sui~~;.~~ -~e ebmP.~ints . the Dep,~rtment not-
t, ~ ' ~ 11 ·:. ' ' > ,~; r- • • .,. ot L · · · ~ • · " 

ed very clean~ coriditi~~: as .V?~~_r~~ · ho ·eVj~e~~e of soot deposition insJde the 
•- .,;;1 ' ·' ~ .·• • ' - . I 

apartments or i,n the air handlingsysteins for the buildipg (on the roof). The De-

partment will insp~~;t again if .in~re :6~mp}runtS are r¢c~ived,.:. The' p hpartment 
I I - \ • •1 

would ask that if'yqu ob~erve e)C<;ess emissions, ~np~~asaQ~ odors-or soot deposits 
- ' ' . . . . . ' ~ 

to call 930-1239 to f;.Ie 'a tmiely compl~int. ·. · .-. ;' , : . ./ 
'-'c..' ' r '· ·, ' 1 • ~ • .. 

. I. ·.· ·. ' ... ·.. . ' .••• ' . ~ 

Jefferson County Dep'Mpiieiit. of He~!b has the i:qiss1on.cifj inproving air quality to 
s,, I~ " • 

1 ~ .t.,, "'' - 1 '· -
7 

protect public health across ~effersb~ C¢~inty. Tlie JCDI;l accomplishes this goal 

by 1) work with federal and 'st~~te :pt~~~~.~~ t~· con-dvj:~tt~mbient air monitoring 

(Tarrant Elementary School) 2)"cq~ducts .i9;~pec;tioris unannounced day and night 
••• . • ''f 

to ensure compliance of all federal, rsta!~,- afi.d local regulations . 
. ~ .... -

21) Comment #21 (Pages 74M80) 

j \ 

Due to the concerns over air pollution and soo-t at. Presbyterian Manor the Depart-

m~nt has conducted an indoor air assessment and will continu~ to work with the 

community to analyze the comments recdved during' the public comment period.­

On May 16t 2014, the Department conducted an indoor air inspection. The inspec­

tion did not reflect the conditions outlined in the complaints. The Department not­

ed very clean conditions as well as no evidence of soot deposition inside the 

apartments or in the air handling systems for the building (on the root). The De-

/ partment will inspect again if more complaints are received. The Department 
' 
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would ask that if you observe excess emissions, unpleasant odors or soot deposits 

to call 930-1239 to file a timely complaint. 

Jefferson County Department of Health has the mission of improving air quality to 

protect public health across Jefferson County. The JCDH accomplishes this goal 

by 1) work with federal and state ~programs to con-duct_jlplbient air monitoring 

(Tarrant Elementary, Sch~~l) 2), con?ucts inspections tm~duq£ed day and night 

to ensure compliance of all rederal1 state, and local regulations. ..,\ 
~:-- • : \. - ~ --.IJ... 

,.r ~ ,
1

• 
4 

·,.~~ -,--. •. 
!1: 

~~~ . ·, ,~ ;-·,~~~;c· >-;'" .:"':· '.'~ ·. ,· "'"~ 

22) Commen~· #22t..(P~g~s~~0~8~X1~-.t_r~~;;.~<-"~ r;- ~-: I 
. . ~k ~·4 . .. ~~-~ ~ ··!{;. ~~- ""· "1 -

,.. ' .._ r "\ i~ ........ ~ · "l:. •' ~- it\ ..-. l~ 

.• . ~ •' \~ ;·~::~.oj,, t .. if:~"~ .;:\·. .. •. "e! • f~ ' ~i ~ 

The De~artme~t :W~:X1~i~;~~~ tha~·~q~t?fj.hl§,. c9iuie~t~ ~~ Depait(Dent, since 

the public heanng, IS ~alyzmg;..\V.ay~· t~.!n~lud~.ttlterpreters at:IJI staff to address 

multilingual~commu~i~~s:: ·Th~ bep~~rit liad an interpreter present.at the Walter 

Coke public hearing-and will matC~dbis, a part of an Environmental _aealth Services 

policy moving (:?rward; . , . _.,- . . : .. I., . • ~ 

23) Comm~~t #23 {Pages 81-84) ·' · ·. ;·. · · ,! •• ·_. ' •• :;/ 

.-
J 
·; 

.I 

~ I 

Due to the concerns ov~r air poUutipn &nd soo~ at ~resbyt~(ian Manor the Depart-
' l . 

ment has conducted an mdoor air asse.ssment and Will continue to work with the 
\. "I . -

community to analyze the comments received d~dt;![the public comment period. 

On May 16, 2014, the Departm~nt.cond~cied an,-~n:a~or air inspection. The inspec­

tion did not reflect ~he conditions outlig.~d. Ln the complaints. The Department not­

ed very clean conditions as well as no evidence of soot deposition inside the 

apartments or in the air handling systems for the building (on the roof). The De­

partment will inspect again if more complaints are received. The Department 

would ask that if you observe excess emissions, unpleasant odors or soot deposits 

to call 930-1239 to file a timely complaint. 

Jefferson County Departmep.t of Health bas the mission of improving air quality to 

protect public health across Jefferson County. The JCDH accomplishes this goal 

by 1) working with federal and state programs to con-duct ambient air monitodng 

(Tarrant Elementary School) 2) conducting inspections unannounced day and night 

to ensure compliance of all federal, state, and local regulations. 
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QUESTIONS ft COMMENTS FROM PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD AND PUBLIC HEARING 
FOR ABC COKE 

24) Comment #24 (Pages 85·88) 

Regarding Health: 
:-···· .,..,.-•.. .:.-·••• ',; ·r.·•= n . .,. •••··" •·.-..,~.._~, 

While ABC Coke gpesJ e~t air to;xi~s (some of which ar~'carcipogens including 

benzene, dibe~ofurans, -~~Y! p~~zene .~aphthalene, PAHs, phenol,,_, styrene, tolu­

ene, and ~YJfne). !CI?.~:.:~,~~~Je~~~~!~ s~~~ds developed by EPA td·r~uce,.con­
trol, or ehnunate atttoXIcs. and,:protect:.P.uohc health .. These standards are mamly 

National ~miss~o~~ $t4*~@p~~~9r~~~~«~us7¥.ir~~2h~~ants (~SHAPS)jand the 
Maximum~Allow~ble <[onttol Technolqg.y. (Mi\CI').l rp, addition, the Department 

assures that the ai(in-f~ff~}s_on Counru':tne~ts. federiil J,teaiirur~tandards1 Current-
•· . ·-. '= . • , .. , ~\.:~~·~- -Y,.· • · • r1.,t1 :..' .· ......... ·-~ ... '\ .:J.S' '-"- ;.·-J ~ 

ly, the county is de~iiD\~!t<t~ .~J~aintp~-!.R su~9-,~~aild~rds . For;inore information 

on these standards v~si~Jiti~U/ww~~ei?~~goyf.¢i?atw/mi'ctfnlaipil.html.l 
~ ". ~:ri .. ~ -: ... ~ ~~-. \~ \ ., .. . ·r. = ·/', •. ~ , • . - . r 
\. :l<" ,· ., ' .-... , ·'· . 

In addition, a felativety ·r;ecent aise~smentofair toxics conducted (Sthool Air Tox­

ics Study) by the JJSEP.A:· in Tarrant City, ~itli the· mortitoiinlsite.~iocated at Tar­

rant Elementary S9,hoo11 y~elded e:·on.centrations'of ben.zene~ arsenic, lead, and ben­

zo(a)pyrene that We~e fo:Upd t9 be ~~l(?w,levels 9f COQC¢m, lev~IS at which adverse 

health effects have b·e~n observ_ecL.: Levels of ~~~4; ·lt pqihitanffor which there are 

national standards for ambfeni"(oiitdoorfair,. aie.'below tludevel of the national 

standard for protection ~f.·e-Jbf~c .he~ili..J~ey.ei~ ... ~f. poll~~~ts associated with coke 

plant emissions, including be~~~e_, ~s~ttic;, ~d; be~.P(a)pyrene and associated 
longer-term concentration estffua!es. wet~· nofas high as suggested by the infor­

mation available prior to monitorh(g._ ·Although they were below the levels of 
significant concern that had been suggested by the modeling information, these re­

sults indicate the influence of these pollutants of concern emitted from nearby 

sources. As a result, the air toxics monitoring study was not extended at this 
school or in this area. This information can be found at 
http://ww~.epa.gov(schoolair/schools.htmJ . .. 

The D-epartment currently uses the acceptable risk, range of 1:~)0-4 to lxl0-6 gui~­
ance provided by EPA for iridividual ahd cumulative concentrations~ however, it is 

the Department's goal to continue to improve all air toxics levels to the lower end 

of the risk range. The Department achieves this goal by conducting air tox.ics stud­

ies in conjunction with EPA and through NESHAP and MACT standards enforce­

ment. 
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QUESTIONS&: COMMENTS FROM PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD AND PUBLIC HEARING 
FOR ABC COKE 

25) Comment #25 (Pages 89-93) 

The county is currently in designated as attaining all federal healthy air standards. 

To continue to improve air quality and.to protect. public health across Jefferson 
County, the JCDH cont!pues to: 1) working with federal ai;~d state programs to 
conduct ambient a!f monitoring (Tarrant Elementary Schooi whi~h nms 24 hours a 
day) and 2) CO}~diicting ,uncwn~~~S~9-~vening inspections and field 9bservations 
that are de~ighed to ~n~ur~:.c9ptP;Ji~p.~;~ -?f.all.f~deral, state, and local reg~lations . 

.,. . • ~--·"~.~~~..,;1·.":.~ •• ~.1;- .. -\ J. 

[ • __ .·-..~ ... '!"'r~(t- • .-jjf ~ ... "i~~-.1~:-;l'l .... --•L ... ,.-.~..~ -..,. '".!,>;.! • 

': 'I.'~ ;'!'u ,·~l~ ,.,;_;'5' ~. I •: •<:.·~: ~<.-.:~ :'. : . ··~·,; Ji1 2. ? 
·l . ""·' :'..t'". , .. ";~- ' I -· :'l''"t' ·)1!"--.· ... - .. - '-\kt_ -~ ~~ I 
~ l ;; ... ,~~,..., r~~.... •; -.. -~~~··~:~ .,. ~ .... r,• ~'t-= .. 

Re "'"dm· g:'-Health·· · .. (~~· ~· ';.c· · · '~)'';~;.]' ·· • · \~., ~~ ~ 1 
u.a.· • I ,.,. • .. • -:: _t -• ... ... ~. ~ ... t g . '-- ,.,.,r, . ., ' ' · .... ~....-- ... ,. 'J J.~~ ~,.;·--- - ... ... 

.:; t • .. j .,- ) " • - ')'""'..... ... • .. l: ~ - ·• ' .. , 

~ ·.. ~· t~ .... ~·~: • f~;.z_~~-~ .. l ~-:--: ,·~ r~~~ l 

While ABClCoke doet:enii~~~~ to!Ci~s ~i~w~· ~{.vAllc~~e carq~ogens including 
benzene. di~nzofuraii:$; etliyH;enzemHiaphthalene, PAHs, phenol, styrene, tolu­
ene, and xylel\e). JCOH us.es federal standards developed by EPA to reduce, con­
trol, or elimimit~ air to~ics and protect public heal~; . These shindru;ds are mainly 
National Ernissiops Standards fo~ Hazardous Air J'ollutanis (NESHAPS) and the 
Maximum Allowaple Control Technology (MAC.T). In. addition: the Department 
assures that the air ill Jefferson ~O}lnty ~eets feqeral dean air~standards. Current­
ly, the county is designated as ~ttaining aU such standaras. For more information 
on these standards visit http:i~ww\v.~pa._gov/ttnlat~/mactf~alph.html. 

.· - . ' . ~ , 

In addition, a relatively rece~nt,ass~ssll;le~l ·of air toxiqs\~onducted (School Air Tox­
ics Study) by the USEPA in Tatra,nt C_ity,. wi~ t~~ monitoring site located at Tar­
rant Elementary School, yielded conce.ri~niti~ns' ofbenzene, arsenic, lead, and ben­
zo(a)pyrene that were found to be below'levels of concern, levels at which adverse 
health effects have been observed. Levels of lead, a pollutant for which there are 
national standards for ambient (outdoor) air, are below the level of the national 
standard for protecti,on of public health. Levels of pollutants associate~ with coke 
plant emissions, including benzene, arsenic, and benzo(a)pyrene and associated 
longer-term concentrati'on estimates were not as high as suggested by the infor­
m~tion. available prior ~o monitoring. Although they were below the levels 9f 
significant concern that had been suggested by the modeling iriformation, these re­
sults indicate the influence of these pollutants of concern emitted from nearby 
sources. As a result, the air taxies monitoring study was not extended at this 
school or in this area. This information can be found at 
http:/ I www .epa.gov I schoolair/schools .html. 
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QUESTIONS li COMMENTS FROM PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD AND PUBLIC HEARING 
FOR ABC COKE 

26) Comment #26 (Pages 94-98) 

The Department appreciates your comment and concern for the community. 
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Exhibit 4 

JCDH Permit Evaluation for ABC Coke 



. . 

Introduction 

Jefferson County Department of Health 
Environmental Health Services 

Air and Radiation Protection Division 

Title V Operating Permit Evaluation 
ABC Coke (Coke By-Products Plant and Utilities Plant) 

November 7, 2013 

On May 15, 2013, ABC Coke submitted permit applications for a Renewal Title V Major 
Source Operating Permit for a coke by-products manufacturing facility and a utilities 
production facility. The standard industrial classification codes (SICs) for the coke by­
products plant, the utilities production plant, and the wastewater treatment plant are 2999, 
4939, and 4952, respectively. The plant is located at Alabama Street and Huntsville 
Avenue, Tarrant, Alabama 35217. Mark Poling, Manager, Engineering (ABC Coke 
Division), is the designated environmental plant contact concerning permit app1ications 
and plant operations. 

The coke-by product plant produces coke and by products that are either sold or used in 
the coking process while the utilities plant provides essential utility s-ervices for the rest 
of the facility. The wastewater treatment plant is utilized to treat the process wastewaters 
emanating from the various processes at ABC Coke. 

Total combined process/source emissions result in classification of the facility as an 
actual major source of particulate matter (PM), sulfur oxides (SOx), nitrogen oxide 
(NOx), carbon monoxide (CO), volatile organic compounds (VOCs), and hazardous air 
pollutants (HAP). In the year 2012, total facility actual emissions of the above pollutants 
were estimated to be 483.51 tpy, 1950.47 tpy, 1071.69 tpy, 763.004 tpy, 147.70 tpy, and 
31.09 tpy, respectively. 

The coke by-products manufacturing plant is subject to several federal National 
Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPs). These include Subpart L 
(NESHAPs for Benzene Emissions from Coke By-Product Recovery Plants) of 40 CFR 
61; Subpart V (NESHAPs for Equipment Leaks (Fugitive Emissions Sources)) of 40 CFR 
61; Subpart FF (NESHAPs for Benzene Waste Operations) of 40 CFR 6 I; Subpart L 
(NESHAPs for Coke Oven Batteries) of 40 CFR 63; and Subpart CCCCC (NESHAPs for 
Coke Ovens: Pushing, Quenching, and Battery Stacks) of 40 CFR 63. 

All equipment at the coke by-products facility is classified as existing. 

One boiler is subject to Subpart Db (Standards of Perfonnance for Industrial­
Commercial-Institutional Steam Generating Units) of 40 CFR 60 but not subject to 40 
CFR 63 (5Ds), as coke oven gas (COG) is regulated under 40 CFR, Subpart L and 
exempted under 63.7491. The stack particulate emissions from all of the processes 
associated with the plants are subject to the general process industries requirements under 
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Part:-6.4 bf the Jefferson County Board of Health Air Pollution Control Rules and 
Regulations ("Regulations"), with the exclusion of stack particulate emissions from the 
underflre stacks and boiler stacks. Underfire stack emissions are subject to the 
requirements under Part 6.9 of the Regulations. Boiler stack emissions are subject to the 
requirements under Part 6.3 of the Regulations. Visible emissions are subject to the 
requirements under Part 6.1 of the Regulations. Fugitive emissions are subject to the 
requirements under Part 6.2 of the Regulations. 

Coke By-Products Manufacturing Plant 
Introduction 
Furnace and foundry coke are prepared by heating blended coal masses (coal, breeze, 
other constituents) in "ovens" for extended periods of time at elevated temperatures 
(2000+ 0 F). Several sets of ovens comprise and form the individual coke "batteries." 
ABC Coke operates three (3) by-product coke batteries. They are labeled as Coke 
Battery No. 1, Coke Battery No.5, and Coke Battery No.6. Respectively, the coke 
batteries have 78, 25, and 29 ovens. 

Process 
The discharge of coal from the hoppers on top of the ovens is "staged" by controlling the 
sequence in which each hopper is emptied to avoid peaks of coal that may block the 
space above the coal, which hinders the removal of gases generating during charging. 
Near the end of the charging sequence, peaks of coal in the oven are leveled by a steel bar 
from the pusher machine through a small door ("chuck door") on the side of the oven. 
This leveling process aids in uniform coking and provides a clear vapor space and exit 
tunnel for the gases that evolve during coking to flow to the gas collection system. After 
the oven is charged with coal, the chuck door is closed, the lids are placed back on the 
charging ports and sealed ("luted") with a wet clay mixture, the aspiration is turned off, 
and the gases are directed into the offtake system and collecting main. 

Thermal distillation takes place in each of the ovens of their respective batteries. The 
wall separating adjacent ovens, as well as each end wall, is made up of a series of heating 
flues. At any one time, half of the flues in a given wall will be burning gas while the 
other half will be conveying waste heat from the combustion flues to a "checker brick" 
heat exchanger and then to the combustion stack. The operation of each oven is cyclic 
and each battery contains a sufficiently large number of ovens to produce an essentially 
continuous flow of raw coke oven gas. Individual ovens are charged and emptied at 
approximately equal time intervals during the coking cycle. Furnace coking time periods 
are typically around twenty (20) hours. Foundry coking time periods are typically around 
twenty four (24) hours. Air is prevented from leaking into the ovens by maintaining a 
positive back pressure in the collection main. The gases and hydrocarbons that evolve 
during the thermal distillation are removed through the offtake system and sent to the 
byproduct plant for recovery. 

Once the coal is properly carbonized. the coke in the oven is ready to be removed. 
The coke is pushed through a coke guide into the quench car. The quench car carries the 
coke to a quench tower where water is dumped on the coke as a cooling process. The 
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. . 
Emissions 
Emissions from the coke ovens include PM, SOx, NOx, VOCs, CO, and numerous 
organic compounds, including polycyclic organic matter (POM). PM is emitted from raw 
coal unloading, storage, and handling; mixing, crushing, and screening; blending; 
charging; leaks from doors, lids, and offtakes during coking; soaking, pushing coke from 
the oven; hot coke quenching; combustions stacks; and coke crushing, sizing, screening, 
handling, and storage. Volatile organic compounds are emitted from coke oven leaks, 
coke pushing, and coke quenching. Sulfur dioxide, nitrogen oxides, and carbon 
monoxide are also emitted from coke oven leaks. Organic compounds soluble in benzene 
(BSO) are the major constituents of the PM emissions and are also included as VOCs. 
Among the hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) included in the VOCs are benzene, toluene, 
xylenes, cyanide compounds, naphthalene, phenol, and POM, all of which are contained 
in coke oven gas. Emissions from the byproduct plant are primarily benzene and other 
light aromatics, POMs, cyanides, phenols, and light oils. Other emission sources include 
operations such as boilers, wastewater treatment, cooling towers, and roads. 

Controls for the coke plant consist of operation and maintenance practices (work practice 
standards) to reduce emissions, and application of control devices to specific operations 
in the coke-making and byproduct recovery processes. Operation and maintenance 
practices include steam aspiration, staged charging to reduce charging leaks, and sealing 
of doors, lids, and offtakes at joints that may leak. A control for pushing and coke-side 
door leaks, the hood is constructed along the coke side of the battery. The hood is ducted 
to a PM control device, typically a baghouse. Quenching emissions are controlled by 
installing baffles in the quench tower to impede PM flow, and use of clean water 
(recycled water that does not include process water) for quenching. For by-products, the 
primary control is gas blanketing. Fugitive particulate emissions from coal and coke 
piles are controlled by surfactants (which bind the particles together) and an elevated 
sprinkler system which can mimic a rainfall event during dry periods to minimize 
conditions which can lead to fugitive particulate emissions. Further, particulate 
emissions from plant roads are controlled by the use of vacuum and water trucks. 
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Utilities 
The Utilities facility primarily consists of three (3) boilers that primarily burn Coke Oven 
Gas (COG). The back-up fuel for these three (3) boilers is natural gas. 

Pollutants emitted from the Utilities Plant include volatile organic compounds (VOCs), 
nitrogen oxides (NOx), sulfur oxides (SOx), particulate matter (PM) emissions, and 
carbon monoxide (CO) with no controls applied. Currently, permitted boilers are 
included in Table 1 above. 

AFS Sources Classification Codes (SCC) 
sec Process 

1-02-006-01 >100 Million BTU/Hr Natural Gas 
Combustion 

1-02-005-0 l Fuel Oil Combustion (Grades 1 and 2) 
1-02-007-07 Coke Oven Gas Combustion 
3-03-003-02 Oven Charging 
3-03-003-03 Oven Pushing 
3-03-003-04 Quenching 
3-03-003-05 Coal Unloading 
3-03-003-06 Oven Underfrring 
3-03-003-07 Coal Crushing/Handling 
3-03-003-08 Oven/Door Leaks 
3·03-003·09 Coal Conveying 
3-03-003-10 Coal Crushing 
3-03-003-11 Coal Screening 
3-03·003-12 Coke: CrushinivScreening!Handling 
3-03-003-13 Coal Preheater 
3-03-003-14 Topside Leaks 
3·03-003-15 Gas By-Product Plant 
3-03-003-16 Coal Storage Pile 
3-03-003-17 Combustion Stack: Coke Oven Gas (COG) 
3-03-003-31 By-Product Manufacturing 
3-03-003-32 Flushing Liquor Circulation Tank 
3-03-003-33 Excess-Ammonia Liauor Tank 
3-03-003-34 Tar Dehydrator 
3-03-003-35 Tar lnterceding Sump 
3-03-003-36 Tar Storage 
3-03-003-41 Light Oil Sump 
3-03-003-42 Light Oil Decanter/Condenser Vent 
3-03-003-43 Wash Oil Decanter 
3-03-003-44 Wash Oil Circulation Tank 
3· 03-003-51 By-Product Coke Manufacturing 
3-03-003-52 Tar Bottom Final Cooler 
3-03-003-53 Naphthalene Processini/Handling 
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3-03-003-61 I Equipment Leaks 

Emissions Summary 
Please see the attached facility-wide emissions for 2012. Emissions were derived from 
information submitted in the permit application and the latest production data submittal. 

The facility is an actual major source of particulate matter emissions, nitrogen oxide 
emissions, sulfur oxide emissions, hazardous air pollutant emissions (including coke oven 
emissions), carbon monoxide emissions, and volatile organic compound emissions. The 
major source threshold for PM, SOx, CO, NOx, and VOC is 100 tons per year. The 
major source threshold for a single HAP emission pollutant is lO tons per year or 25 tons 
per year for a combination of HAP emission pollutants. Total source HAP emissions 
emanating from the facility exceed both the single HAP limit and the combined HAP 
limit. Coke oven emissions are classified as HAPs and are the predominant source of 
HAP emissions. 

For the Green House Gas Mandatory Reporting Rule (40 CFR 98), the applicability 
threshold for an existing Title V Major Source is greater than or equal to 100,000 tons per 
year of C02e. ABC Coke is subject to this rule and the respective reporting. Mandatory 
reporting is made directly to EPA and is not an enforceable requirement of this Title V 
Major Source Operating Permit. 

Pollution Prevention (P2) 
In 2007, ABC Coke implemented a Pollution Prevention (P2) strategy to control 
particulate matter (PM) from all sources. In mid-2007, the capture capabilities of the 
pushing emission controls (bag houses) were voluntarily increased by 200%. Even 
though this improvement was not required by regulation, the operations and maintenance 
(O&M) of the resulting enhanced system was significantly increased to comply with 
applicable regulations. 

In 2008, all roads were paved and are subsequently maintained daily by a vacuum street­
sweeper and spray truck dispersing water with dust control additives to manage 
particulates from roads and stockpiles. 

In 2009, construction began on a comprehensive dust control sprinkler system with the 
capability of providing 2/10" of rain equivalent twice/day on all stockpile areas. This 
sprinkler system is capable of achieving a 98% control of particles according to the 
EPA's miscellaneous control factors for particulates. Developing a system to cover the 23 
acres of stock pile required several years of construction and the project was completed in 
2013. 

In previous permit cycles, ABC Coke has concentrated its P2 strategies in the by-product 
areas of the plant. As with the bag houses, voluntary preventative measures were also 
taken to enhance systems within the by-products area. While not required by regulations, 
two major storage facilities, light oil and excess liquid, were voluntarily sealed using gas-

6 



bhmketingtechnologies. In order for the enhanced systems to comply with applicable 
regulations, new and more extensive O&M requirements were necessary. 

Title V Major Source Operating Permit Evaluation 
The Air Pollution Control Program of Jefferson County, Alabama received interim 
approval by EPA to evaluate and issue Title V Major Source Operating Permits on 
December 15, 1995. The Air Pollution Control Program received full approval by EPA 
on October 29, 2001. Chapter 18 of the Regulations contains the rules and regulations 
pertaining to the issuance of Title V Major Source Operating Permits. 

ABC Coke is located in an area (Jefferson County, Alabama) which is classified as an 
attainment area for all National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). 

The facility is an actual major source of PM emissions, SOx emissions, CO emissions, 
VOC emissions, NOx emissions, and single/combination HAP emissions. Coke oven 
emissions are the predominant HAP emissions. Refer to Appendix D of the Regulations 
for the list of regulated HAPs. Paragraph 18.1.1( q) of the air regulations defines a major 
air pollution emissions source. Other HAPs emitted from this facility include a plethora 
of organics, heavy metals, and polycyclic matter. 

New Source Performance Standards <NSPS)- 40 CFR 60 
Subpart Kb (Standards of Perfonnance for Volatile Organic Liquid Storage Vessels 
(including Petrolewn Liquid Storage Vessels) for Which Construction, Reconstruction. or 
Modification Commenced After July 23, 1984.) 

The coke by-products manufacturing plant contains several storage vessels (per Title V 
application). They are as follows: 

~~~~Tau~~ .. .t 
, 

Pfoduc~Stori2e~ ~,:4W.Capacibt(£all0nsl 
ABC02 Light Oil 7,600 
ABC03 Tar 172,748 
ABC04 Tar 126,917 
ABC06 Residual Oil 200 
ABC07 Cylinder Oil #2 200 
ABCIO Wash Oil 13,500 
ABCI3 Nalco Chlorine Enhancer 324 
ABCl5 Unleaded Gasoline 1,000 
ABCI6 Low Sulfur Diesel Fuel 990 
ABCI7 Diesel Fuel 18,000 
ABC18 Diesel Fuel 17,000 
ABC22 Diesel Fuel 450 

Tanks ABC04, ABC06, ABC07, ABC17, and ABCI8 were all installed prior to the 
applicability date of Subpart Kb. They, accordingly, would not be subject to this 
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regulation: Even though Tanks ABC02, ABC16, ABC22, and ABC15 were 
installed/constructed after the applicability date of Subpart Kb, their storage capacities 
are below the minimum applicable storage capacity of 40 m3 and, accordingly, would not 
be subject to this standard. Tank ABC13 also would not be subject because of storage 
capacity. Tanks ABC03 and ABC15 do meet the installation date and storage 
requirement applicability requirements of Subpart Kb, however they do not storage 
"true .. volatile organic liquids and would not be subject to this standard. 

Subpart Db (Standards of Performance for Industrial-Commercial-Institutional 
Steam Generating Units) 

The utilities plant contains several boilers (per Title V application). They are as follows: 

\ .. ~ ~- ,. .~ IDJ.· 'J::-1(~ .,!, "..;;...;"It ~·_RatedT.Reat· Capacitr(Ml\t.IBWJHr)" .,, ... ,Y " 
Boiler #7 204 
Boiler #8 204 
Boiler#9 174 

Only Boiler No.9 is subject to Subpart Db of 40 CFR 60 since it was constructed after 
the applicability date. Even though Subpart Db primarily pertains to coal and oil 
combustion, coke oven gas is defined as coal (per EPA determination). Boiler No.9 
combusts coke oven gas and natural gas. Accordingly, Boiler No.9 is subject to 
applicable requirements of this subpart as well as all of the following: 

Pollutant Regulatory Emission Limit Applicable 
Standard 

Visible Emissions (VE) 20% Opacity Section 6.1.1 
Particulate Matter (PM) 24.81 lblhr Section 6.4.1 
Sulfur Dioxide (SO:!) 1.8 lbs/MMBTU of Heat Input Section 7.1.1 
Sulfur Dioxide (S02} 1.20 Ib/MMBTU of Heat Input Subpart Db 
Sulfur Dioxide (S02) 193.30 lblhr NSR 

Subpart PP (Standard of Performance for Ammonium Sulfate Manufacturing 

Coke oven byproduct ammonium sulfate is produced by reacting the ammonia recovered 
from coke oven off-gas through the ammonia absorber and. ammonia still. This in tum is 
reacted with sulfuric acid. fn ammonium sulfate manufacturing, ammonium sulfate 
crystals are formed by circulating the ammonium sulfate liquor through a water 
evaporator, which thickens the solution. Ammonium sulfate crystals are separated from 
the liquor in a centrifuge and dryer. The crystals, which contain about 1 to 2.5 percent 
moisture by weight after the centrifuge, are fed to fluidized-bed dryers that are 
continuously steam heated. Finally, the ammonium sulfate is stored in storage silos for 
shipment. Air-born particulate matter is collected by 19,500 scfm baghouse. 
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The ammonium sulfate manufacturing process will be subject to Section 6 .1.1 of the 
Rules and Regulations with a 20% opacity restriction. Under Part 6.4 of the Rules and 
Regulations, the process will be subject to a particulate matter restriction of 17.19 pounds 
per hour emissions limit. Under the NSPS, the process will be limited to 0.30 lb/ton 
emissions rate and a 15% opacity limitation. 

National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants <NESHAPs) 

Several NESHAPs are applicable to processes/operations at the coke by-product 
manufacturing plant. The following is a listing of these applicable standards: 

-Subpart L (National Emission Standard for Benzene Emissions from Coke By-Products 
Recovery Plant) of 40 CFR. 61 ; 

-Subpart V (National Emission Standard for Equipment Leaks (Fugitive Emission 
Sources) of 40 CFR 61; 

-Subpart FF (National Emission Standard for Benzene Waste Operations) of 40 CFR 61; 

-Subpart L (National Emission Standard for Coke Oven Batteries) of 40 CFR 63; and 

-Subpart CCCCC (National Emission Standard for Coke Ovens: Pushing, Quenching, and 
Battery Stacks) of 40 CFR 63. 

-Subpart ZZ:ZZ. (National Emission Standard stationary reciprocating internal combustion 
engines(RICE) ). 

With respect to the finalized NESHAP standards, ABC Coke is currently in compliance. 

Jefferson County Department of Health Air Pollution Control Rules and 
Regulations 

Parts of the Rules and Regulations are applicable to processes at the coke by-products 
manufacturing plants, and utilities manufacturing plant. They are listed as follows: 

- Part 6.3 - Control of Particulate Emissions -Fuel Burning Equipment 
· Part 6.4 - Control of Particulate Emissions - Process Industries - General 
- Part 6.9 - Control of Particulate Emissions- Coke Ovens 
- Part 7.1 - Control of Sulfur Compound Emissions- Fuel Combustion 
- Part 8.3 - Control of Volatile Organic Compound Emissions- Loading and Storage of 

VOC 
- Part 8.26 - Control of Volatile Organic Compound Emissions - Leaks from Coke By­

Product Recovery Plant Equipment 
- Part 8.27 - Control of Volatile Organic Compound Emissions- Emissions from Coke 

By-Product Recovery Plant Coke Oven Gas Bleeder 
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The facility's operations are actual major sources of HAP emissions. A major source of 
HAP emissions is defmed in Subdivision 18.l.l{q){l)(i) of the air regulations as having 
HAP emissions of 10 tons or more per year of any single HAP and 25 tons or greater for 
any combination of HAP emissions that are found on the . 
list of 188 compounds in section 112(b) of the Clean Air Act Amendments {CAAA) 
enacted in November of 1990. Refer to Appendix D of the air regulations for this same 
list of HAPs. The facility's individual HAP emissions are listed in the permit 
applications. 

Permit Conditions 
Th d •t e propose emissions unt s are as fi 11 0 ows: 

Emissions Unit Description of Emissions Units 
No. 
001 Boiler No.9, NSPS, Part 60, Subp_art Db 
002 Coke Battery No.6- Coking and Charging, NESHAP, Part 63, 

Subpart L, NESHAP, Part 63, Subpart CCCCC 
003 Coke Battery No.5- Coking and Charging, NESHAP, Part 63, 

Sub_p~ L, NESHAP, Part 63, Sub_Qart CCCCC 
004 Coke Battery No.1- Coking and Charging, NESHAP, Part 63, 

Sub_part L, NESHAP, Part 63, Subpart CCCCC 
005 Coke By-Products Recovery Plant with Gas Blanketing, NESHAP, 

Part 61, Subparts FF, L, and V 
007 Underfrre Stack No.4 Associated with Coking Batteries Nos. 5 and 

6, NESHAP, Part 63, Subpart CCCCC 
008 Underfrre Stack No. 1 Associated with Coking Battery No. 1, 

NESHAP, Part 63, Subpart CCCCC 
018 South Coke Quenching Tower, NESHAP, Part 63, Subpart CCCCC 
019 Boiler No.8 
020 Boiler No.7 
024 North Coke Quenching Tower, NESHAP, Part 63, Subpart CCCCC 
031 Flare 
032 Coke Pushing Operations of Coking Batteries Nos. 1, 5 and 6, 

NESHAP, Part 63, Subpart CCCCC 
034 Ammonium Sulfate Manufacture, NSPS, Part 60, SubQ_art PP 
035 Emergency Generator No.1, NESHA.P, Part 63, Subpart ZZZ:Z 
036 Emergency Generator No.2, NESHAP, Part 63, Subpart ZZ:ZZ 

The facility is an actual major source of PM, VOC, SOx, CO, NOx, and HAP emissions 
and is subject to the requirements of Chapter 18, entitled .. Major Source Operating 
Permits," of the air regulations. It will comply with the requirements of Chapter 18 by 
obtaining an operating permit. The Title V Operating Permit will have 15 individual 
emissions unit sections. Each regulated emission unit and the applicable regulations of 
the proposed Title V Major Source Operating Permit are itemized as follows: 
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1. Coke By-product Recovery Plant and Associated Equipment. 
Emission Unit 005 
Applicable Regulations: 
Part 1.3 Definitions 
Section 1.5.15 Recordkeeping and Reporting 
Section 2.1.3 Permit Conditions 
Chapter 4 Episode Plan during an Air Pollution Emergency 
Part 6.1 Visible Emissions 
Section 8.26.3 Leaks from By-Product Recovery Plants- General 

Section 8.26.4 
Section 8.26.5 

Section 8.26.6 

Section 8.26.7 

Section 8.26.8 
Section 8.26.9 

Section 8.26.10 

Section 8.26.11 

Section 8.26.12 

Section 8.27.2 

Section 8.27.3 
Section 8.27.4 
Chapter 16 
Chapter 18 
Section 18.2.4 
Section 18.2.8 
40 CFR60 
40 CFR 61 
40 CFR 61 

Requirements 
Leaks from By-Product Recovery Plants -Pumps 
Leaks from By-Product Recovery Plants- Valves in Gas 
and Light Liquid Service 
Leaks from By-Product Recovery Plants -Pressure Relief 
Valves in Gas Service 
Leaks from By-Product Recovery Plants- Open Ended 
Valves 
Leaks from By-Product Recovery Plants - Delay of Repair 
Leaks from By-Product Recovery Plants- Napthalene 
Separation Unit Emissions 
Leaks from By-Product Recovery Plants- Recordkeeping 
Requirements 
Leaks from By-Product Recovery Plants- Reporting 
Requirements 
Leaks from By-Product Recovery Plants- Modification of 
Monitoring, Recordkeeping, and Reporting Requirements 
Coke Oven Gas Bleeder System- Emissions Capture and 
Control 
Coke Oven Gas Bleeder System- Monitoring 
Coke Oven Gas Bleeder System- Monitoring 
Major Source Operating Permit Emissions Fees 
Major Source Operating Permits 
Permit Conditions 
Testing 
Testing Methods 
Subparts L and V 
Subpart FF 

2. Coke Battery No. l - Coking and Charging 
Emission Unit No. 004 
Applicable Regulations: 
Part 1.3 Definitions 
Section 1.5.15 Recordkeeping and Reporting 
Section 2.1.3 Permit Conditions 
Chapter 4 Episode Plan during an Air Pollution Emergency 
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Pal't 6.1 
Part 6.2 
Part 6.4 
Section 6.9.3 
Section 6.9.5 
Section 6.9.6 
Section 6.9.7 
Chapter 16 
Chapter 18 
Section 18.2.4 
Section 18.2.8 
40CFR60 
40 CFR 63 
40CFR 63 

Visible Emissions 
Fugitive Dust and Odors 
Process Industries - General 
Control of Particulate Emissions - Charging 
Control of Particulate Emissions -Topside 
Control of Particulate Emissions - Coke Oven Doors 
Control of Particulate Emissions - Oven Maintenance 
Major Source Operating Permit Emissions Fees 
Major Source Operating Permits 
Permit Conditions 
Testing 
Testing Methods 
Subparts A & L 
Subpart CCCCC 

3. Coke Battery No.5- Coking and Charging 
Emission Unit No. 003 
Applicable Regulations: 
Part 1.3 Definitions 
Section 1.5.15 Recordkeeping and Reporting 
Section 2.1.3 Permit Conditions 
Chapter 4 Episode Plan during an Air Pollution Emergency 
Part 6.1 Visible Emissions 
Part 6.2 Fugitive Dust and Odors 
Part 6.4 Process Industries - General 
Section 6.9.3 Control of Particulate Emissions- Charging 
Section 6.9.5 Control of Particulate Emissions -Topside 
Section 6.9.6 Control of Particulate Emissions- Coke Oven Doors 
Section 6.9.7 Control of Particulate Emissions- Oven Maintenance 
Chapter 16 Major Source Operating Permit Emissions Fees 
Chapter 18 Major Source Operating Permits 
Section 18.2.4 Permit Conditions 
Section 18.2.8 Testing 
40 CFR 60 Testing Methods 
40 CFR 63 Subparts A& L 
40 CFR 63 Subparts CCCCC 

4. Coke Battery No. 6 - Coking and Charging 
Emission Unit No. 002 
Applicable Regulations: 
Part 1.3 Definitions 
Section 1.5.15 Recordkeeping and Reporting 
Section 2.1.3 Permit Conditions 
Chapter 4 Episode Plan during an Air Pollution Emergency 
Part 6.1 Visible Emissions 
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Part 6.2 
Part 6.4 
Section 6.9.3 
Section 6.9.5 
Section 6.9.6 
Section 6. 9. 7 

I 

Chapter 16 
Chapter IS 
Section 18.2.4 
Section 18,2.8 
40CFR60 
40CFR63 
40 CFR63 

Fugitive Dust and Odors 
Process Industries - General 
Control of Particulate Emissions - Charging 
Control of Particulate Emissions -Topside 
Control of Particulate Emissions - Coke Oven Doors 
Control of Particulate Emissions - Oven Maintenance 
Major Source Operating Permit Emissions Fees 
Major Source Operating Permits 
Permit Conditions 
Testing 
Testing Methods 
Subparts A & L 
Subparts CCCCC 

5. Underfire Stack Number 4 Associated with Coke Battery Nos. 5 and 6 
Emission Unit No. 007 
Applicable Regulations: 
Part 1.3 Definitions 
Section 1.~ . 15 Recordkeeping and Reporting 
Section 2.1.3 Permit Conditions 
Chapter 4 Episode Plan during an Air Pollution Emergency 
Part 6.1 Visible Emissions 
Part 6.3 Fuel Burning Equipment 
Section 6.9.8 Control of Particulate Emissions- Combustion Stacks 
Chapter 16 Major Source Operating Permit Emissions Fees 
Chapter 18 Major Source Operating Permits 
Section 18.2.4 Permit Conditions 
Section 18.2.8 Testing 
40 CFR 60 Testing Methods 
40 CFR 63 Subparts A & CCCCC 

6. Underfire Stack Number 1 Associated with Coke Battery No. 1 
Emission ()nit No. 008 
Applicable Regulations: 
Part 1.3 Definitions 
Section 1.5. 15 Recordkeeping and Reporting 

I 

Section 2.1 .3 Permit Conditions 
Chapter 4 Episode Plan during an Air Pollution Emergency 
Part 6.1 Visible Emissions 
Part 6.3 Fuel Burning Equipment 
Section 6.9.8 Control of Particulate Emissions- Combustion Stacks 
Chapter 16 Major Source Operating Permit Emissions Fees 
Chapter IS Major Source Operating Pennits 
Section 18.2.4 Permit Conditions 
Section 18.2.8 Testing 
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40CFR 60 
40CFR63 

Testing Methods 
Subparts A & CCCCC 

7. South Coke Quenching Tower 
Emission Unit No. 018 
Applicable Regulations: 
Part 1.3 Defmitions 
Section 1.5.15 Recordkeeping and Reporting 
Section 2.1.3 Permit Conditions 
Chapter 4 Episode Plan during an Air Pollution Emergency 
Part 6.1 Visible Emissions 
Section 6.9.8 Control of Particulate Emissions- Quenching 
Chapter 16 Major Source Operating Permit Emissions Fees 
Chapter 18 Major Source Operating Permits 
Section 18.2.4 Permit Conditions 
Section 18.2.8 Testing 
40 CFR 60 Testing Methods 
40 CFR 63 Subparts A & CCCCC 

8. North Coke Quenching Tower 
Emission Unit No. 024 
Applicable Regulations: 
Part 1.3 Defmitions 
Section 1.5.15 Recordkeeping and Reporting 
Section 2.1.3 Permit Conditions 
Chapter 4 Episode Plan during an Air Pollution Emergency 
Part 6.1 Visible Emissions 
Section 6.9.8 Control of Particulate Emissions -Quenching 
Chapter 16 Major Source Operating Permit Emissions Fees 
Chapter 18 Major Source Operating Permits 
Section 18.2.4 Permit Conditions 
Section 18.2.8 Testing 
40 CFR 60 Testing Methods 
40 CFR 63 Subpart A & CCCCC 

9. Coke Pushing Operations of Coke Battery Nos. 1, 5, and 6 
Emission Unit No. 032 
Applicable Regulations: 
Part 1.3 Definitions 
Section 1.5.15 Recordkeeping and Reporting 
Section 2.1.3 Permit Conditions 
Chapter 4 Episode Plan during an Air Pollution Emergency 
Part 6.1 Visible Emissions · 
Part 6.2 Fugitive Dust and Odors 

14 



Section 6.9.4 
Chapter 16 
Chapter 18 
Section 18.2.4 
Section 18.2.8 
40CFR 60 
40CFR63 

Control of Particulate Emissions - Pushing 
Major Source Operating Permit Emissions Fees 
Major Source Operating Permits 
Permit Conditions 
Testing 
Testing Methods 
Subparts A & CCCCC 

10. Boiler Number 7 
Emission Unit No. 020 
Applicable Regulations: 
Part 1.3 Defmitions 
Section 1.5.15 Recordkeeping and Reporting 
Section 2.1.3 Permit Conditions 
Chapter 4 Episode Plan during an Air Pollution Emergency 
Part 6.1 Visible Emissions 
Part 6.3 Control of Particulate Emissions- Fuel Burning Equipment 
Part 7.1 Control of Sulfur Compound Emissions- Fuel Combustion 
Chapter 16 Major Source Operating Permit Emissions Fees 
Chapter 18 Major Source Operating Permits 
Section 18.2.4 Permit Conditions 
Section 18.2.8 Testing 
40 CFR 60 Testing Methods 

II. Boiler Number 8 
Emission Unit No. 019 
Applicable Regulations: 
Part 1.3 Definitions 
Section 1.5.15 Recordkeeping and Reporting 
Section 2.1.3 Pennit Conditions 
Chapter 4 Episode Plan during an Air Pollution Emergency 
Part 6.1 Visible Emissions 
Part 6.3 Control of Particulate Emissions - Fuel Burning Equipment 
Part 7.1 Control of Sulfur Compound Emissions- Fuel Combustion 
Chapter 16 Major Source Operating Permit Emissions Fees 
Chapter 18 Major Source Operating Permits 
Section 18.2.4 Permit Conditions 
Section 18.2.8 Testing 
40 CFR 60 Testing Methods 

12. Boiler Number 9 
Emission Unit No. 001 
Applicable Regulations: 
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Part 1.3 
Section 1.5.15 
Section 2.1.3 
Chapter4 
Part 6.1 
Part 6.3 
Part 7.1 
Chapter 16 
Chapter 18 
Section 18.2.4 
Section 18.2.8 
40CFR 60 
40CFR60 

Definitions 
Recordkeeping and Reporting 
Permit Conditions 
Episode Plan during an Air Pollution Emergency 
Visible Emissions 
Control of Particulate Emissions- Fuel Burning Equipment 
Control of Sulfur Compound Emissions- Fuel Combustion 
Major Source Operating Permit Emissions Fees 
Major Source Operating Permits 
Permit Conditions 
Testing 
Testing Methods 
Subpart Db 

13. Coal Conveying System, Dust Collector and Dust Collection System for Coal 
Blending, Storage and Handling Facility 

Emission Unit No. 033 
Applicable Regulations: 
Part 1.3 Definitions 
Section 1.5.15 Recordkeeping and Reporting 
Section 2.1.3 Permit Conditions 
Part 6.1 Visible Emissions 
Part 6.4 Control of Particulate Emissions - Process Industries­

General 
Chapter 16 
Chapter 18 
Section 18.2.4 
Section 18.2.8 
40CFR 60 

Major Source Operating Permit Emissions Fees 
Major Source Operating Permits 
Permit Conditions 
Testing 
Testing Methods 

13. Flare 
Emission Unit No. 031 
Applicable Regulations: 
Part 1.3 Definitions 
Section 1.5 .15 Recordkeeping and Reporting 
Section 2.1.3 Permit Conditions 
Part 6.1 Visible Emissions 
Chapter 16 Major Source Operating Permit Emissions Fees 
Chapter 18 Major Source Operating Permits 
Section 18.2.4 Permit Conditions 
Section 18.2.8 Testing 
40 CPR 60 Testing Methods 
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Recommendations 
No notification of the issuance of this major source operating permit is required to be sent 
to any affected state bordering Alabama since no affected states are within 50 miles of 
ABC Coke. Refer to Section 18.15.2 of the Regulations for this affected state 
notification requirement and to Paragraph 18 .1.1 (c) of the Regulations for the defmition 
of an affected state. 

Recommended Permitting Fees 

No permitting fees are required since the source is a Title V facility pursuant to Chapter 
18 of the Rules and Regulations. 

Public and USEPA Review Procedures 
In accordance with Sections 18.15.1 and 18.15.3 of the Regulations and an interagency 
agreement, the USEPA is allowed to 45 days after the receipt (or prior to issuance of the 
pennit) of the proposed major source operating permit (including applications and any 
other technical document requested) to review, comment, or object to the issuance of this 
operating permit. 

The permittee will also be sent a copy of the draft permit to review and submit comments 
(Paragraph 18.15.l(a) of the Regulations.) 

A 30-day public comment period advertisement will be published in a local newspaper 
and posted to Department's website to allow the public the opportunity to participate in 
the Title V permitting process as required by Section 18.15.4 of the Regulations. The 
Alabama Department of Environmental Management (ADEM) will be sent copies of this 
Department's preliminary operating permit evaluation, public notice, and proposed draft 
permit. ADEM has 30 days to review and comment on the pennit applications and draft· 
operating permit as allowed by Section 18.2.7 of the Regulations. 

After the appropriate comment periods {public, permittee, EPA, and ADEM). if no 
changes in the draft permit are necessary due to significant comments or objections and it 
is determined that the facility is in compliance with all applicable standards, it is 
recommended that ABC Coke (Coke By-Product Manufacturing Plant and Utilities 
Manufacturing Plant) be issued a Title V Major Source Operating Permit. The plant will 
be expected to comply with all applicable federal, state, and local regulations. Refer to 
the attached draft Major Source Operating Permit for the recommended permit 
conditions. 

Prepared By: 

fl:-l!£ 
Senior Air Pollution Control Engineer 
Air & Radiation Protection Program 
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